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Chapter I . - - " ..
3 INTRODUCTION .. - .- .

Imag1ne two elementary: school classrooms,' In one,
students interact pr1mar1ly with others of the same sex,
social class, racial or ethnic background and ab111ty

level. There is a clear h1erarchy of status amon9 the ,

v \

students, one which parallels the ab1l1ty levelsrto whuch

chlldren are ass1gned by the school. ' A number of r1g1d

cl1ques form early in the school year and change

-

_ infrequently. A relat1‘ely large number of . students are

isolated, .or at leasY peripheral to the student peer group. -

Thus the basic social structure of the classroom reflects

‘the combination of students' external group membership (sex,

soc1al class,'and race) and school designated group

membersh1p (ab111ty level and grade level in mu1t1 graded

classrooms). These characteristics becomegthe basis of

status, interaction patterns, and, indeed, social identity

in the classroom. .
& i N

Students' exper1ences 1n¢the classroom vary depend1ng

M

~‘on their group memberships. Part of this variation stems

from those with whom they interact, that'is, primarily'with

others of their own "kind." Some of the variation stems

" from the different<types of activities students of different
i - ‘(

ability'levels.engage in or are assighed to do. Some'ot the

variation flows from differential ‘treatment by thezteagherr
The teacher tends to favor the higher status students,

:;\ ! i e . ) » : »
bestowing upon them the greatest share of tangible rewards
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'(highly valued priJileges), symbol}c rewards~(grades), and
in;rinsic rewards (a positive affective relationshipland

trust). Students ar% rewarded only for individual '
achlevements and pr1mar11y in areas defined,as important by
the teacher or tﬁejéchool system—busually for academic .-
achievement and compliant.behavior. Children learn to work
1ndependently (non- cooperatlvely) while remainingldependent
on the teacher for direction and rewards.

In the second classroom students develop several elos:
friendships whiie-continuing to interact with a broad range
of dthers. vThere.are no isolated cliques and few isolated
studenta‘jn this classroom. Characteristics such as 'sex,
race, ethnic background, social class, andvabiiity level do
not im‘;dede int,erae_tion. This situation contrasts ‘sharplyw ”
with the first classroom where such characteristics are the « l

basis of a caste system whose boundaries can be crossed only
\\ . ' s ’ N -
A

with difficulty. ’
Each stydent in the second classroom is seen by other _ __
students, by he teacher, and by themselves, as a: ‘unique

individual wit valued gualities. Each student has his or

her own set of [needs and desires. All children are

v

encouraged to become'independent, self-directed individuals

who know hov to cooperate with others to achieve their own

»
'

~ goale as well as group goals. - ' -
Of course these classrooms are ideal types and no.
‘classrooms will ever look exactly like either one. Yet, the

extent to which a classroom resembles one or the other type

K]




’groups and patterns of 1nteractlon w1th1n peer groups can

can have imp rtant consequences for the students.‘ It can
affect students' acqu1s1t1on of academ1c sk1lls, the degree
to.-which they are independent, self d1rected 1nd1v1duals,

and their self-concepts. Furthermore, it can affect the

development of vgrious social skills including coopérative

Ve

behavior, interaction with adults, and modes of interaction

with others different from themselves. Finally it can have
P .

an impact.on students' future educational’careers and hence

Ap0551b1y have major rmpllcat1ons for the direction of.

students' l1ves.

1

This report focuses on. the peer network #riendship

v

have important consequences for various school‘and-classroom
. ! Vv 1 L.

outcomes. The character of this network may have

s

considerable impact on students' values, attitudes, and
behavior, and it can affect a student's adjustment to the
formal learning demands in a school by mediating teacher

{ :
expectations and creating norms concerning appropriate ‘\

‘classroom behavior and academic performance (Glidewell et

al., 1966; Hallinan, 1978; Schmuck, 1962; Schmuck and

i

Schmuck, 1975). McCandless (1969), in a review of

socialization literature, cla that "the peer group is,

second only to the parents (including the siblings) in

socializing the child. It is probably more powetful in

A~
soclallzat1on than teachers. /

“

The informal peer networks wh1ch develop in classrooms

El . P

can be quite rmportant in transmitting many types of

3  B
,L 8 . . } ‘




information. For eiz&ple,-info;mathon regarding what
-academic work 1is supposed to be done, how to do it, and its
"proper" format often is supplied by peer netwoérks. Access

.to a variety[of resources e classroom depends- on the

child's position in the n work, or indeed, if a child is

connected to a network at all:
'\JJ/ R summary of the Study"

This study examines student interaction pattérns in

eight'eLémentary schoél'claSSrooms.~ Three major goals gdide
¢ S ¢ ’ . . ’ . '
this research. The first goal is a methodological one.

" Most previous research on.peer networks have used

sociometric technigues to measure the social structure of

AT

- , % . i -
the peer group. Friendship choices may indicate patterns of
status but may not accurately reflect -interaction patterns

. ! : ) V . ] \ \ _ )
in the\iifssroom. A comparison of friendship choices, as
’ T . ‘
indicated on a. sociometric instrument, with: actual

. . N B 4 .

interaction patterns should disclose the reciprocal

relationship between daily attachments and the status system
r

.that develops in a classroom. .

B

The second goal is to analyze the classroom factors
' (
wvhich perpetuate external group divisions as well as those

which create new division based on achievement. To explore

B

. these issues I focus on a single external characteristic,

sex, and a single classroom created chatacte;iétfc,'readigg
h ‘Vgtoup membership. R '» o o
. . The fhird’goal is to use stddent.intefactibﬁs as a
* basi's for de;cribiﬁg‘patterns of peef'networks and‘theq;to
_ ‘ , ;

L




" .choices are examined, and an analytic phase in which

examine the classroom factors which affect, or possibly

create, those patterns.

-
—

Achiev1ng these goals requ1res a descriptive phase - in

which the relevant patterns of interaction and ‘friendship

f .
'

variations in patterns are related to various classroom

characteristics. The structure of th1s report will parallel

 these two phases. In tqg/following‘chapters } will describe:

1) The relationship between friendship choices as
"indicated on a sociometric instrument and the actual .
interactijon patterns observed in everyday classroom

sessions.

2) The extent to which students interact with others of

different sex, digferent reading group, and in multi-

graded classrooms, different grade levels; and,

- 3) The deégree to which the peer group, as indicated by

_interaction patterns, are either centrally structured

L wigh several tightknit cliques and relatively higﬁ

numbers of~peripheral students or diffusely structured -

in which-students iriteract wifh/many others.
der

Variations in these dimensions of peer networks will be'

related to variations in the following classroom factors:

a) the types of activities students engage in (activity
strucS;re)

b) other classroom characteristics (seating arrangement,
gradz'ﬁevel, single or mqlti—graded, fixed or open

séatiﬁg, teacher qualities, etc.); and,

H
H
[

. iy

b ]
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: | c)  school fadtors (the use of cross-classroom readiog . o
groups) x . | | | | |
The rest of tkis chapter .briefly discusses the central
concérns of this st y--the relationship between 1nteraction
vpattorns to_sociometr'c indicators of friends,’the process
by wﬁich children become stratified, and the structure of
peer'relationships in classrooms. FChaptor Il presents a
model of the stratificatiom process and‘discusses a variety

|

\

|

*

of factors which must be t ken into ac ount for '
understanding this process.

|

Chapter 111 deseribes the

methodsAemployed in the study and coo%ains'descriptions of
the children and the classro,ms stud’ed. Chapters IV-VI1

¢ . present the resuits of the stiudy. ¢hapter IV concerns the

relationship\between sociometfic clioices and actual

peer group;fChap er VI examine herrelationship-of reading

L 'groups to interact'on'patterns and{lhaptcr VII examines the

|

|

‘ |

interaction patterns; Chapter {V lgoks at the structure‘of .
The format of each of these

cross-sex interaction patternsf
four chapters is ba;icailyzidentical. Each starts with a

review of the relevant literature. Variations among the : i

[
;

- ) . .
classrooms along certain relevant dimensions are then
described. These variatidhs are related to critical factors

which lead to the’ varlatfon and| explain the particular‘
/

pattern found in each cAassroonm|.
/ .

The final chapter, Chapter| VIII, presents a summation

~

of the findings, an/%iaboration of the model proposed in
Y ' . { .
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Chapter 11, zmpllcat1ons f" classroom practlce, and . N
suggestions for further research. . o ) ' '

The Relatlonsh1p of Interaction
Patterns and Friendship Chdices

L]

The forego1ng dzscuss1on clearly 1nd1cates that the
- P&
peer group plays an 1mportant ‘role in the l1fe of children

*

in classroomé? To study that role, accurate descriptions of (}
the structure of peer groups in classrooms and an . .
underste9d1ng of the—factors that create various structures

‘ " are needed. Most stud1es have re11ed on soclometr1c
|11nstruments as a means of obta1n1ng descriptions of the
social structure of the peer group. Typically, ch1ldren are
. asked to indicafe two cla®smates they preferred to have sit
near them," five friends with whom they would like to
‘study (Gronlund, 1959), who.their best friends_are, orkany
X\number of other such quest1ons ascertaLn1ng who is liked,
| not liked, and who are seen as good work partners. The
pattern of responses to these thoices are used co describe
the sociomecrdc structure of classroom. Some children
receive many_choices by other children~whi1e some receive
few or no cho1ces. Status hierarchies can be discerned and
cliques found. The responses are often correlated with
other quest1ons,.attributes.of the children, and, more
rarely, with various student behaviors. Few studies have
compared choices with actual interaction patterns. Yet the

1

difference between the two is critical. - The interactions

"This 15 the question asked by the or1g1nator of the
sociometric test, Jacob L. Moreno (1934).
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that sbudents have are an 1mportant part of the\process by

“.which ‘the peeregf6</

.others provides dirett feedback ahout art indiuiduals'

affects its members. The responses of \\\/
= P

behavxor -and ideas. These responses can promote feelrngs ofﬁhgﬁh

. acceptance or gejectlon Indeed, the symbollc 1nteract1om

o

perspectlve of Cooley (1902) and Mead (1934) emphasxzes the.
7.
’1mportance of 1nteractlon in ‘the formatlo and ma1ntenance

*+
of one' s self concept. Furthermore, access to 1nﬁormatlon’
4 t
and ,other resources often requ1res 1nteractlon among peers.

_Socxometrxc 1nstruments may be gooﬁ 1nd1cators of status,
- —

but they may not be part1cularly good 1nd18ators of peer .

networks., In th1s study I compare chxldren s socxometrlc. '
R - ' . »
choices w1th the1r actual 1nteractlon patterns. ‘1 use these

& -

1nteractlon patterns as thevmeasure of social structure and

. s a ba51s for exam1n1n the. central concerns of thlS : ~
‘ 9 o

-

study——the process of strat1f1catxon and ‘the patterns:of

Y P -
‘e, e [ v

. peer networkss 0w T - .

'Stratification in the Classroom N . ," -
, - . A = )
- To the extent that students interactions in the

classroom are restr1cted to others of the1r own sex, ‘race
i
and soc1al class, soc1etal patterns of Soclal d1v151ons are

relnforCed.' Most ch1ldren spend six hours . a day, 180 days a

year for twelve years in classrooms., The classroom Lot
»rexnforcement of external status characterlstlcs thereforeé

is not tr1v1al o '\“..(<. . _ o IR e
| Schools may'do‘more thaﬁ;51mply re1nforce external

-

patterns by passively allowing‘them to'cont1nue.¢ They may .

13
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- activelg (though perhaps‘nonconsciously) encourage such
A . i :
patterns and, furthermors*

rovide students 1th d1fferent

¢ levels of‘resources based .on their group membersh1p,; Bowles

\ »
) and Gintis (1976?‘see such d1fferent1a i ~students along
/o cfass and race 11nes as one o: the pr1mary functtons of . * "
sdhool1ng 1n Amer1ca. o Co .

-

- N D Early in the1r school careers most ch1ldren are grouped

A 1 . . 3

v n : hy some measure/of.ablllty. In most schools ch11dren 1n

v . . 2 ! ~ s
primary gradeslareA82§pped for reading 1nstruct1on. In some
S " schools this is accomplished by creating homogeneous s

ST ‘ N AN '
S vc%asses——the best readers. 1@,one class and the wgﬁst 1n

. .. another. 1In classrooms w1th heterogeneous pop tions, -
. . o :
L children are usually d1v1ded 1nto readin ievementijﬁoups o
R . Y .
T - W1th1n eachoclassroom.» (In many of the "homogeneously ' N

! .

grouped classés ch1ldren also are interrfally grouped for
\R _ | reading 1nstruct1on ) The teacher takes turns worklng with
éach group -and ass1gns d1fferent work depend1ng on the

o

reading groups level : Group1ng for math 1nstruct1on also

S + occurs in many schools and classrooms, though less . '-‘ T
' o ireQuently thaﬁ for readlng.T - ' o 5 _ v ,—% . '
a | . fctual ability, is often less 1mpqrtant for these *
- . Cigroup1ngs than are such factors as behav1oral stylesﬂand -2
—~. .
B : reputatlgn (see R1st 1970 and Eder, 1981, for example)
‘ o

Soc1al class,‘race, and ethmJE 1dent1ty may have as much, if

“hot more, to do w1th ‘the actua1 grouﬁ‘ﬁgs than does ' ’

]
4

- ab1l1ty. Upward mob111ty is d1ff1cult and rare for ch11dren

1\‘&/)




placed in low ranked groups (Rist, 1970; Grant and - T

anothenberg,'198T)

‘ .This grouping procedure is the first step in a process
of stratification which eventually leads to children being d A

_ tracked.for different careers and different poSitions in | —
society.' Children begin to learn different ways of

i learning, behav1ng, ang interacting in these groups (Grant.

;and Rothenberg, 1981). To the extent that peer 1nteractionl
groups,_children are learning the roles appropriate to’their
‘track and the "proper" relationship among 1nd1v1duals of '

T
differing levels. 'When peer 1nteraction patterns are

“‘unrelated to levels of . academic achievement and the sex, ;’{

T4

|
|
,patterns reflect the relevant norms for each of these : o ‘
1

race,. and social class backgrounds of’ the children, students
have«an‘opportunity_to learn to 1nteract with others_f. e S

different from themselves. To paraphrase John Dewey s

'commeﬂt about the’ relationship Qetween democracy and
classroom life, if we want children to learn to live in.a

" pluralistic society in which members of different groups".
“interact with mutuzi;respect, children must live such a life

in their classroom
L

e

Peer Network Structure :
+ a : \
Based on studies of the sociometric structure of

classrooms, several types of structures have been described
(Schmuck and Schmuck , 1975). In‘centrally_strUCtured|&

classrooms several children, the "stars," receive high
L . . “ »

numbers of sociometric choices,gwhil%afther‘children,'the .




T . . :
Se . @ . . .
- \

"isolates," receive few ifwany choices, Typically.such
hoice Lly suc

classrooms contaqn several tlghtkn1t cllques. Diffusely

structured g»'ssrooms hﬁye a more -equal d1str1but1on of

- sociometric cho1ces_and few, if any, distinct subgroups.
~ f 3,\ .
In this study, Iruse interaction patterns as a bas1s

~er

for descr1b1ng peer networks. I examine tﬁ% relat1onsh1p of

varlous classroom cHhracter1st1cs, particularly act1v1ty

v

structures, to var1atlons in the types of peer networks
ﬂwh1ch occurred in tﬁe classrooms.

| The type of network wh1ch ex1sts in a classroom ‘and*
the part1cular ch1ldren who fit in the network, is quite,

L

‘Jmportant for the exper1ences that ch1ldren have. One aréa

Q
'

" where this may%be Ctl@lcal is in the flow of information.
Teachers o{ten give'instructions, assign work, and explain
mater1al to the class as a whole.’ My experience and

observat1ons in classrooms. gndlcate that usually only some

in the group hears or understands the teacher. Much oi@thls

1nformat1on is transmitted by some students to others. In a

Py

classroom with a diffuse pattern of_1nteract1on, most

'children are likely to eventually get the 1nformat1on. In

SR

ki‘ : r

centrally structured classrooms/some ch1ldren w1l¥

inevitably, and frequently, .be left gut of the cha1n of
i ‘%

information transmisS1on.‘_Furthermore, certain children

tend to act as mediators between the teacher and other
children (Grant, 1981). 1n centrally structured classrooms
) o , _ ‘ .
somefchildren are disconnected from these mediators,-while

[N

-
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other children have access to them whenever they want or-

‘

.

need it.

‘Clearly, the;characteristics_of peer networks and the

‘stratification process are related to each other. To the

extent that the social structure of the classroom is based:

[ 4

"

~on cliques of. students ﬁho'are the same sex-and'reading,

group, differences among children based on their group

memberships are reinforced " To the extent ‘that students

1nteract with many others and with others of ‘the opp051te'
-sex. and from different ability groups, the stratification

process is weakened. Indeed, the form that a peer network .

.
.

takes may be one of theicentral ways in which the
stratification process operates. A centrally structured
peer network lends 1tse1f to the development or |
perpetuation, of‘a status hierarchy. ‘Certain;;ubgroups'and
individuals are'likely to become elites with more status,
prestige and power than other subgroups and 1nd1v1duals.
These elites and non- elites begin to learn the ‘roles

'

appropriate to.their'positions. This includes learning the

‘proper norms of behavior between different status groups.

One of the more important such norms is that interaction

between status levels should be limited.?

”

.For the rest of this report the term "stratification
pattern refers to the degree to which interaction occurs
among children of the same sex and reading group. "Network
patterns"” and "pattern~of peer networks" will refer to the
patterns. of cliques, isolates, stars, or diffuseness that
exist in classrooms as determined by who children interatt
with., The terms "social structure" and "interaction
patterns" will be used interchangeably and will ref®r *to the
combination of stratification patterns and network ‘patterns.

B 1J7 \\qu

-
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The pr1mary foc1 of thls study are student 1nteract1on
patterns and the clanroom character1st1cs which affect
those patterns. Th7 explorat1on of these issues® serves two
'Tpurposes.‘ First, 't meets methodological and theoretical
concerns. The social- structure of classroom peer groups is
usually stud1ed by means of sociometric quest1onna1res.
Behavior patterns are exam1ned less frequently. The

relationship between these two methods is unclear.‘ This *,

study‘Will compar€e the two. The process by which various(f
classroom characteristics affect the social structure ofjthe
peer group is of theoret1cal 1nterest. The literature-on
attractlon and fr1endsh1p suggests that there are several

key variables wh1ch affect the establ1shment of,

;4 Lo

relat1onsh1ps between people. These process varlables aré”

study. ‘ -

Y

The second purpose of this research is a pgactical one.
The f1nd1ngs presented here hopefully will prov1de useful

information for teachers and other educat1onal planners.
- \J
The social ram4f1cat1ons of various classroom pract1ces are

~

examined. The specific effects on student relat1onsh1ps of
classroom grouping procedures. types of act1v1t1es, seating
arrangements, and certain classroom rules are descr;bed .
The-use of this information should help educators make plans
for classrooms which will promote the social growth for all

students.

]

examined here and reformulated based on the f1ndungs of this j"?
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INTERACTION PATTERNS

Given a om full of stpangers, what‘are the factors

1nfluence who 1s likely to interact w1th whom? What

factors,make-cont1nued interaction llkely? What factors

&
M

«'make for a contanu1ng relationship based on trust and ¥

respect ; or on‘ignorance:and fear? The explorat1on of these

issues is the focus of this'chapter. A general d1scuss1on

;of_these igssues will set the stage for a model linking

certain variables, such as opportuniﬁies for interaction and

eqmmon interests om which 1nteract1ons are based, which

4

affect the 1nteract1on patterns of students in their

B classrooms. Then, various classroom character1st1cs, such

as act1v1ty structures, seating: arrangement, and rules,

wh1ch affect these var1ables w1ll be d1scussed.»

I1f our room full of strangers is made up of 1nd1v1duals

from two or more groups who are v1s1bly d1fferent from each

i

oﬂher in ways socially defined as important (race and ‘sex
differences for example), we can expect s1m;lar types of
people. to seek each other out for interaction. This will be

%

even'more likedy if: 1) there are major status differences

between the groups, or 2) there is hostility between~membersl'

of'the groups. ‘'If one or both of the above cond1t1ons are .
met and if members of one group are in a clear mrnor1ty in

the room, those in the minority are extremely l1ke1y to seek

L3

each other out for 1nteract1on.' P1cture the s1tuatlon in

-

which, somehow, two pin-strip suited bus1nessmen (each

v o -

19




\‘ N S ) N * o .
’ . ’ - . . . 4
N ) . . .
N
’

ﬁeldiﬁ élscotch and soda) find themselves in a foom full of - "
pot shoking young peopléf- I can see the two businessmen
hma%ing a.beeline for each other éQenfthpgh tﬁey méylbe ' .
«complete Stténgers.\'Why? Péftlg.fér'comfort qﬂdi
broteétion.n They are in a situation'whefe tﬁe norms of

interaction'with the young people are probably unknown to

l
thém or little practiced, while they have hagmmggh practice | -
in interaétionbwith other pin-stripe suited businessmen;,

They also have learned from experience thafyother

businessmfen are likely té sharela set of common interests

Lo . with them, at least in business if nothing else. Their
experience tells them that, in facﬁ, they are likely to
‘share many other. interests as Well%ﬁ'Théir{lack of previous

interaction with the young people combined with their

unlikely to have any common interests with the young people.

~ Not only do the business types think it likely‘that they

stereotypes of young people, tells them that they are o

will have things to talk aboub\:;th'each othér, but ‘they

also know the appropriate ‘form sidch a conversation should

take. They know how to talk to one another. The
pé;ceptions»of‘the young people are likely to-mirrbr that of

the businessmen-and they, in turn, are likely to avoid ‘

. § i ' |

\

contact with the businessmen.

peoplé who éré,visiﬁiy similar to one another along
dimensions socially defined as important, drawn to each’

other. This initial phase is based on perceived

Thg first,phasé of'interéction;'then,'is likely to see
|
\
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similarity.? People are likely to sgek‘a feel}ng of
coqurt, possible protection{.or‘simply the desire to £fnd'
someone elselwho'shares some common intéresté (or least
compleﬁéntary inﬁeteStSf-QOmeOne yOu.cah talk‘with). Having
frequently iﬁ;erécted with people'similgr to us along these
dihensions‘in the past, the norims of ihteréction-with them
are vell knéwn, while the norms of intefaation with thbée -
who are "different" may‘dot'be known, and feérs of acting
ihaépfopriately ma& be high. |
-As two people coy@in&e'to interact‘with-each other they
may discover 6%§ or;mé%é'béseg of common interest, thihgs
which are not immed%atg}§W§p§arent f:dm visual cues. This
‘is true whether qr}éot £5Ey aréﬁ%imitﬁr ahlﬁggthe dimensions
of_Qisib;é similaxit&.( Howeyer,wtg?the extent‘tﬁat‘simiiar_
peéple are mdre kikely‘ﬁd’inftiatgjintgfaéifoﬁsﬁf?th each:
. éﬁhef; fhey are mere likely to discerr'qthervcommon grdund$
for cont;nued iﬁteraction (for a Eﬁntihuinglrelgtfonship).
During this secopd phase of interactioq,‘people may

discover common interests along a variety of dimensions--

hobbies,'busiqgss intetests, people they know in common., an

interest in~spotts, and so forth, People may discover that

I4

their personali;ig%;are complementary--that they like each
e w . ' * '

- other and enjoy interacting with one another. Of course
' . [§

"Cross-sex interaction 1s a bit more complicated. Cross-
sex interaction among strangers may be common in many

 gituations, particularly those designated situations which
are part of the mating dating game-parties, singles bars,
etc. Even here, we might expect the more comfortable.
interactions would be same-sex, while cross-sex:’ ‘
interaction would take the form of a foray into alien
‘territory. . : o ' -

v

-y

R




N

they may»discover that they do notvlike each other or that

they have nothing'in common. The important point is that in

Y

order for peopte'who dgo have mutuai interests to'disooberh
that'tact, they have to spend_at }east some time
interacting. ﬁo.doubt some people require less time for
th1s than others, but the polnt st1li stands.

As 1nd1v1duals continue to 1nteract over a perlod of
time, their relat;onshlp may reach a th1rd phase. ‘They may
discover that'they»have deeper, underly1ng commonal1t1es
that go beyond V1s1ble 51m1lar1t1es or shared 1nterests; ‘or

even just l1k1ng each other. They. may find that they share

certainvbasic yalues'or'ideals.' These are 1ntanglble but- *

form the basis of trust and respect. 'This does not_ reduire-

‘that “two individuals believe exactly the same things or have

W 1

an- 1dent1cal set of, values, only that somé vaLues are at
least complementary. 1f nothing else, each must come to
bfeel that the other is trustworthy, this in itself being the

“*

shared value. It is the notion that trust is important and

that it exists that becomes a shared value and belief. Note

F

that this phase of a relationship}does not require that

: ; A
individuals necessarily share common interests as in“phase
A
vtwo, or even that they part1cularly like one another..'It
v

only requ1res that they reach a state where they trust and.
respect one another. Repeated ‘interaction in a var1ety of

situations is probably necessary for people to.d1scoyer,
confiirm (and continually reaffirm) that they share some
' ¢

copmon values and to establish trust and respect. To the

"“’? l 2 2,
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‘three,

_.extent that people'do share’interests and like each other,

.they are likely to seek one another out for interaction in a

variety of settings and thus more likely to reachvphase

+

"So far I have been discussing situations in which
/ . .

" people have free choice as to who they interact with and how

much interaction they have with others. I have alsp

described phase‘two and phase three of relationships as if .

.they occurred only as people discover mutual interests or

common values that already exist. I havetargued that people

- who are. 51m11ar along certaln soc1ally défxned d1men51ons

arevmore l1kely to 1n1t1ate 1nteractlon with each other and

fthus are more l1kely to reach phases two and three of a

relat1onsh1p But situations ex1st in which people who may

be dlss1m1lar along v151ble d1men51ons come together and
have cont1nu1ng intéractions w1th onevanother. A work group
formed‘to achieve‘one or more tasks is srch a‘51tuat1on. As
'these people interact 1t becomes possible for them to |
d;scover common 1nterests that they,do have. Since they
mill'continue to,interact, possibly over a considerable
length of time,loerhaps years, some in the group may
dlscover that they do share common values and 1deals. Since
these people cqgt1nue to interact with each other because of
the common task, they may discover that they share common

values .and develop trust even if they do not share common

interests suoh as hobbies.




In situations whefe people 'continue to interact over a
- “/(;./' N . 7. 2 ‘

- 4
per1od of time, re}dtionships may progress by those involved

s

going beyond s1mply d1s¢over1ng already ex1st1ng V.

Jg,

commonal1t1es. If noth1ng else, the common t7sk creates a

-s1m1lar1ty of 1nterest‘}*Moreover as people work together
theyilay .begin to construct a set of common values, at least
around the task at han&fﬁgnd they may begin to bu1ld trust.

1 do not mean to ﬁiply that sxmply throw1ng d1fferent
types of people together for a period of time is suff1c1ent
for the development of common 1nterests and trust. That ‘
assumptron has been one part f a form of contact theory.
But the‘broader'contact theory} in its original torpulation,
and in some current reermulat1ons, holdsfin aodition that
vother factors are requ1red for contact to lead to pos1t1ve
relat1onsh1ps among d1fferent types of people.‘ If these
‘factors are not‘present contact_mayylead to an-increase in
dlatrust and dlshaﬂﬁony. My point is.that'sustained
interaction is a ﬁ@cessary cond1t1on if people are to
discover mutual interests and values and/or build

relationships based on trust and respect.

The central concern of this research project may be

restated in light of the preceding-discussion: What factors’

tend to influence children in classrooms to only interact
with.other chlldren of the same sex and ability group? What
factors are responsible for the development ot tightknit‘
cliquesrfrom which many children are excluded and in which

children practice exclusjve forms of behavior? What‘factors

*_4

né




encourag ’children in classroohs to begin to interact with
others" f'the opposite sex and different ability groups and-
which Allow them the possibiljty of developing mutual
respeft and trust? What factjors create classrooms in which
’all (or most all) the ch1ldr n are part of . the interaction
nethork thus mak1ng it possible for all (or most) of the
children to develop healthy relationships with other
c ildren} Under what circ mstances w1ll the interactions
hat children have with eagh ;ther be p051t1v@ and
cooperative rather’ than h¢stile and compet1tLve?

. - N\
The observed behavigr of ‘children in their classrooms

are the data in this st y. The amount and patterns of

. cross-sex, cross-readinf group,; and, where appropriatg,

cross-grade level non- egative interaction will be d¢scribed
for each classrodm. he ke& factors influehcing those

patterns will be exp)ored. The'majot findings of /this study

"are a description ard analysis of those factors gs well as

’
K

an'unésrstanding of/ the process by which they affect the
classroom interact/ion pattérns: u
o A MODEL )F FACTORS WHICH INFLUENCE FRIENDSHIP
‘ AND INTERACTION PATTERNS
'Tthe gengral factors are usually I'inked to friendship:
n%%porpunity fpr interaction, similarity of the actors,kand,
in anOrgani atianal sétting,vthe revar struéturé.' These

are .treated in the literature as relatively indépéndent

’

component . The implicit model which /emerges from past

research/is shown in F1gure 11-1. 1/will briefly look at




AN

. e e

each component, describing thel'fI‘}n-ks to fr‘lends‘)upw

theorles as well as their p0551ble effects on 1nteract10n

£ patterns. I will then present a revised model| which will be

useful in exploring the areas of interest in this report. oy
. . j - S

- " '
A /
- i

Opportun1§1 '

f

Much of my earlier discussion on 1nterapt10n is based

/ -—

ohvtheyprem1se that proximity and opportunxty for
. : /

-

.. interaction areunecessary conditions for idteraction-(also'

see Hartup, 1970). An argument somewhat sﬁm1lar to the.one

!
"1 used l1nk1ng 1mteract1on to- rgspect and/trust can be made .
for this link. From a social exchange pd@spectlve,

{ _
1ncreased 1nteract1on is llkely to lead to an 1ncrease in

l1k1nq because of the oppo?tunltzes for/the 1nd1v1duals
_1nvolved to find common 1nterests. Thl/ fnteractxon/becomes
mutually rewarding and‘the ehseing\friendship is more . _—
prof1table than one in which obstacle7 to 1nteract10n must
be overcome (Homans, 1961). Hallinan/ (1976) compared
'traditiohal clasSroomsj)which proviq%/limited opportunities
7for 1nteract1on, an@pen classroor7é wl')ere children have

She found a hxerarch1c513\\>

arity in the traditional

greater opportun1t1e5‘to interact

friendship pattern based on pop

classrooms and a more unifor distribution of popularity in

"the open classroomsﬂ HaXlinan and Tuma

978) also

speculate that the ‘more opportunity student .had to
interact, the greater thexr tendency ' to be.ome frlendlxer
and to_ma1pta1n close frxendshlps. . However, their data do

not measure actual patterns of interaction. They only infer

ERIC | 26
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interactional differences from their structural findex. No '\)

one. has .tested this hypothesis directly.
' | P

<

Similarity = - ~

1 argued earlier yh thfxmohapter that perceiVed
s1m1lar1ty on cr1ter1a socially defined as 1mportant is
~likely to lead to at least the 1n1t1al phase of 1nteractlon,
_ 1f not fr1endsh1p.' The-1dea that s1m11ar1ty 1s an 1mportant
pred1ctpr of fr1endsh1p and liking is well supported by the
literature (Ha.llnan, 1978). Slmllar1ty pf race and
soc1ometr1c st tus of- students has been found to be good\
"pred1ctors of ffxendsh1p ch01Ces (e 9.y S1ngleton and Asher,
‘1977- Shaw, 1973). .Hartup (1970), in h1s review ‘of the

‘l1terature, repor;s that virtually all studies find

_cleavages in 1nteract10n based on seg?pnd race for ch1ldrem‘

" of all ages.
Percelved s1m1lar1ty may be as 1mportant, 1f not more

so, than: actual s1m1lar1ty in friendship choices (Dav1tz,_
N

1955). This is an 1mportant po1nt to keep in mind for later

discussions in .this report- I will be>exam1n1ng factors
wh1ch are- l1kely to create the percept1on of s1m1lar1ty and

~ which make such s1m11ar1t1es part1cularly sal1ent as a bas1s

~

for 1nteract1on and friendship.. L

f already have noted that people often choose to
/

o

. interact with others who are similar to themselves for
.. A . " D Y .'

reasons such as comfort, protection; and the probability of
3

'shar1ng common 1nterests. 4n 8 similar Vein,.Lambert and

Taguch1 (1956) suggest that for m1nor1ty ch1ldren who are in

a . v




a majbrityfdominated cléssroom,'minority status is ih itself
a threatening situation, and they'are'lfkelx to seek others

of the same minority because fhesé others‘p{ovidé cues which

!

¢

ot have been associated previously with nurturance and ‘support.

'Reward Structures

. o l _
A characteristic of classrooms which may affect peer

interaction and friendship choices is the reward structure.

-

Reward structures which are comparative--those in which |
L rd 4 - . .

réevards are based on a student's performance relative to

other students' peqfdnmances-ﬁtené to create a competitive
* . . ) t ) - A )
climate and a hierarchical social structure based on

achievement (Hallinan, 1978). This is even more likely when
~ -

rewards in, suchla system are public; In this way, the

rew?rd structure of a élassroom may be quite influential in

defermining the relative status of indibiddais in the
 kEl$ssro$m.‘ Stqﬁqs in itself can affect friendShip and :
interaction patternsQ ,Higﬁ status indiviauals are likely to

attract the esteem and affection of others (Hallinan;'1978).

Moreover, a hierarchiéal social structure may influence
. friendship choices and interaction patterns by providing a

.basis for perceived similarity. When students are aware of

. . L Y . : ) .
their posit#on withinythe social structure of a classroom .

(and aq;ording~to Schmuck, 1962, they usuall§ are),
perCéivedvstatus level may rule out friendships with those
. o too far_abqve/or-beiow one in the statué hiefarchy. |
S . Classrboms‘yi;h‘non;competipive reward structures teéé
| tospave fewer "very pdpular“ students and fewer isolates .-

) /
ey : . : /

'\)" «" v : | 23 29
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,than classrooms with compet1t1ve reward structures. These
'groups are less exclus16\\and have more overlapp1ng members_
(Hall1nan,,1978 K1ng, 1953)

; - Stendter, et. al.’ (1951), work1ng with seven year olds,

found that a more consol1datedh friendly pattern of" peer,

interactions occurred when individual were rewarded for the

group product rather than individual products. Phillips anrd

: - : .
D'Amico (1956) found that fourth graders were more cohesive*

in experimental'groups which were rewarded‘for cooperation
than in the groups rewarded for 1nd1v1dual ach1evement. S

Deutsch (1953) tested a set of hypotheses concerning

the effects of cooperat1ve and compet1t1ve group structures

on 1nteractfon and the fee11ngs group members are l1kely to .

develop toward each.other. In cooperat1ve groups, because
each person is contributing to a ]Olnt outcome, positive
feelings among group members are likely to arise. . In
competitive groups, one person advancing or\achieuing}

creates negativevfeelings'in’other group’members. Similar
effects might be expected to occur 'in classrooms depending .
on whether the reward structure encourages'cooperative or
competitive group‘norms. Recent works by Cohen et.al; )

- (1976), Aronson, et.al. (1975), and Slavin (1978) indicate
‘that cooperat1ve learning situations are necessary for the

development and maintenance of equal status relatlonshlps

and friendships in interracial classroom grdups.,

T, ~

[
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A Revised Model

-

Each component of the model presented in Figure II-1 is

seen as relatively independent of the others. Furthermore,

\

this model, and indeed most of fhe’evidencé'fpf the
relationship of these factors-andfintefaction/friendship, is®
corfelétional in nature. This is particulafly true fbr |
similariff énd'reward sfrgéture. Similarity of individualé

is,described as being‘"predictive“ of a reiatiohship bétween‘

those individuals, . 1Ei{quality‘and pattern of interaction

\

of é particular group is- associated with the“rewgrd
structure. Of course there are theories about‘the causes of
' ghe dorrelations énd'asso;iations found. , As a model,
‘however, this picture does little more tﬁan-inform us tﬁét
these. factors arelrelatgd to intéraction pattegﬁs and

friendship'férmation. ‘A revised model is presented in
Figure I1-2. The components of this model are ) ,‘_

f

o ' - Y : ,
conceptualized differently than in the morehtraditioﬁal o
model. Furthermore, the relationship among the various
elements which affect friendship and interaction patterns is

taken into gccount. ﬁ
The revised modelfis based partly 06 relevant studigs
reported in the-litefa;ﬁre, partly on.a critigque of those‘
studies and éxreformulatioﬁ of’éhéir'findings, and partly on
the research presenfaé in this repoft. In addition, "I have

4

‘uged my "verstehen," my understanding of peer group '

processes as that‘underStanding has evolved through eight

»
«

-

-




yearsfas én‘e}ementarf level classroon teecher in a variety
. of sett1ngs.

1 owill present only the bones of the model here. It is
‘7the-skeleton on which the findings. of the rest of ?hls
‘report wiil be draped. The final chapter of'th%s repprf
contains a full'elabonatiqn and discussion of this model.
The model as it‘is presented here'is intended to be
heurisgﬁtf'pofnting'the way for this and‘futu%e research.

-But tﬁe fully elaborated model‘also can .serve as an
1mportant bﬂ1ge for classroon»prac;1ce. However, the model
is not a blueprint‘of chanées'er'how to make changes.
Rather it is a model of fhe factors and their relagéonships
to one-another‘which affect peer interactien:pattefns.
prpl1cat1on of this model will vary depend1ng on a host of
¢51tuat1onal factors. My intent is to clar1fy the factors
which must be taken into account when constructing programs
that do not perpetuete or create secial,diffefences and -
which wil&'provide a healthfvenvironment\invwhich children

can grow, -

>

- The peer interaction hodel presented in Figure II1-2 is
comprised of severallprocess variables. &ﬁe two primary
components--"opportunities for interaction"” and
"interests"--directly affect the interaction patterns, Both

variables are modified'by the other factors shown in Figure

11-2.

Opportunity for interaction has two elements,

"proximity" and "freedom of movement". There are several




leveis of proximity that apply here. The fact that schools
group children by age means that classfooms contain chi}dren
of about” the same age. Studénts therefore have little
opportunity to interact with older or youﬁgér children
gimply because there are none around them for most of‘thé
school day. ‘In schools where classes are tracked by
achievement of.some-me;sure of ability, children are limited
to interaction Qith others who afe similar to them on this
measure. Wighin.the claSsrooh, proximity ;efers ﬁo such

‘ﬁhings'as seating ag&gngeménts and use of space. A wide

variety of seating arrangements can be found in classrooms:
. . .

. ~ "

Seating arrangements which gFoup‘children‘around tablesﬁmay.
be pafticularly_poWerful in insuring high rates of
intéractipn'amqng tho;e seated togeﬁhef and relatively lower
rates with children at other tables. If nothing else,
children seated around a table are in constant face to face
contact with each other. In addition they gotm a‘clearly
definablé dé%%g and ohe which is»often lébelled a; such by
teachers. To the extent-that.chiidren are seated near |

‘ others who are similar to them on charpacteristics such as
sex, achievement, and, in multi-graded classrooms, gride
leQel, they will be more likely to interact with those
others. Decisions made at a school and classroom level,
decisions which children have no paft in méking, determine
which children are spacﬁally close to one another, hence .

_ _ %, :
making interaction among certain children possible and "

likely while limiting interaction among others. In this
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sense then, the importance of similarity in predicting

interaction, is determined by‘the school.

The second element of opportun1ty for interaction is

_the amount of freedom of movement permitted (or at least how

much can and does occur regardless of whether it is
off1c1ally perm1tted) in a classroom. Ch1ldren who spend ‘?k
most of the school day in their seats are limited to o
interaction with those spac1ally close to them.’ In
classrooms where children move about freely dur1ng much of

the school day, there is'a much greater p0551b1l1ty of

1nteract1on among those who are not seated next to or near -
one another. In classrooms where children are allowed
considerable freedom of.movement, and‘Bart1cularly in.those
where. they can_readily change their Seats, teacher | |
designated seating is.only a minor factor in determining

with whom one can interact. The structural arrangement of

[

the room remains important, however. For example, round

tables are still likely to limit interaction to those seated
at a tablel

Interests. People are likely to choose to interact
’ ~

~with others with whom it is in their interest to do so.

There are at least two distinct types of interest that are
. : ‘

riievant to children in classrooms. First; students will
choose to interact with others with whom they share common
or complementary interests and therefore with whom
jnteraction is 'mutually rewarding. 1In this case, similarity
along certain dimensions provides cues as to whe is‘likely

30
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to share common interes;s.‘ When status differences exist
children.are likely to seek out others of like status for
reasons noted earlier--protectibn and comfort. Children of
low statﬁs may avoid interaction with higher status childrén
fof fear of rejectihn. Children of higher status méy avoid
interactioﬁ with 1o:ir,status children because this‘may>i
threaten their status. Children'gho have beert grouped
tégether'for work purposes, such as reading groups, are
likely to seék\ou; oﬁhefs in their reading group fof help

and to give'ﬁelp; 1n' this case, help is exchanged for help,

either at once or in the future. -Thevkéy to this type of

~ interest is that children choose to interact with others for

their mutual benef%( in a relatively equal status

relationship, Perceived similarity along at least some
» : o \
dimensions is l{kely to be an important factor as to who

P

children seek to interact witﬁ. C o

The second type of interest foncerns.interaétions

involving a child/yho wants or needs something from another,

but has little to exchange. Such a child might be&seeking
goods (eraser, pencil, toy, etc.) or services (help on
‘academic work, help in understanding the teachers

instructions for work or behavior, getting chosen for a

valued job or tuef in & game by.a child given the power to

make such a choice, etc.). In this case, prestige, status,
e R ‘
and/or power are traded for goods and services.  Such

éxchanges either create status differences in a classroom,

or perpetuate already existing differences. When this type

<




N o '
'af'exchépgel¢ccurs between childrenlwithin‘the sameAgroup
(whether it be sex, reading group, race) it is likely to
c;eéte_a status hierércﬁyAwithin the group. When it‘oécurs‘
- between children whg already are in different groups, it
creates or perpetuatés status differences mong,thpse |
groUps.  ‘ |
The peer interaction model presented here retains
opportunity for inperacfion as a primary component.
T, \ ‘ ; How?Ver, "similérify", which is a primary component of a
Eéaditionally cqnceived modél, ié éubSumed under éithéfﬁ
‘(" 'p;oximity~or interests. By making it a secdndaryu;lémeAt,
rather than standiné it by itself, it becomes possible to
examine the cifcumst;ntes wﬁich are likely to lead children

~to interact with others who are similar to themselves. No

longer is "similarity" as a basis for interaction

necessarily inherent in the make up of tﬁe child., As a

_ factor within proximity, its importance ip creating
¥ * : . .
ifteradwion patterns is clearly due to forces largely
outside the control of the students. As a factor within

/interests, it may, in part, be under the control of
students. But circumstanceg beyond‘the students' control
may affect the kinds of similarity whicﬁ‘are deemed
_important as bases of common interests. There also are
factors which affect how visible similarities and
differences are. If similarities and differences are not

visible and/or salient, they aremunlikely‘to be used as the

basis for seeking or avoiding interaction with others.

a .
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visibilitx, The more iéible a ce:tain'tharacterisfic
or membership in a certain gfoup is, ﬁhe more likely it is
to be'anfaétor affecting i feraction pattérns. 1 have
,largued that children are ikely to select other children of
the'same'race and sex fo interaction. It is the hlgh
visibility of sex and race that make them such obvious cues
for at least ihe initia hpha;e in the-interactioﬁ_procgssﬂ
"The high visibility of /these characﬁeristics not only .
-provides students wit .cuesbébou; which of their cléSsmateéi
are appropriate‘choic s -for inferactioh partnefs,,but;wgicg
of them are inapprop iate choices as weli. of céurée;'if is
" not simply'that sex/ and race are SO Qisiblé thatvléads‘to
their importance in this process. There are a criticél set

- of soc1al mean1 gs as well as norms. of behav1or whlch are‘
assocxated with one s sex and race: So it 1s not sxmple
visibility that is 1mportant, but visibility of
characteristics that are deflned as 1mportant for one reason
or anotﬁer; thvt is important. Se# and race also ére
characteristics which children'havé‘when‘they enter the
classroom and which have been deemed,impprtént'by society.
These are characterisficsvﬁhich'were not assigned. to-
children in the classroom or by the school. Yet, various
‘classroom practices can aff®ct how importaht they are in
‘determining classroom interaction patterns. .
Other group memperships are cfeated in the classroom.
th thigfstudyJI will focus on read}ﬁg grouﬁimembérship.' How
important” such membership is for interaction relates to a

;39 ’ o . _;
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variety of factors. including visibility. .Visibility can
have an effect on both components of intefest. When readino
level or groups are highly vislble. members of the same |
group have little d1ff1cutty in 1dent1fy1ng each other. It
makes it easy to know who o seek help from and who shares

common interests based on group membership. H1ghly visible
, . ..

<

group, membership-also creates sharp differentiation between
groups. This heightens the possibility that they will

become the basis of a status hierarchy in the classroom.

vRexard Structure. The reward structure affects.
'interactions patterns as it affects interests and
‘visibility. It no longer 1s d1rectly l1nked to the
interaction patterns. Conceptual1z1ng its role in this
manner places the effects that the reward structure ‘has
w1th1n the context of other factors. ‘This makes it poss&ble

l

the factors influence

to explor%‘ihe process by which a

the interadtion patterns. To e extent that ‘the, reward

'structure Fncourages cooperative behavior, students will

"
. -

‘relate to one another based on common 1nterests in.
_relativeJﬁ equal status relationships. To the extent that

the rewa/

d structure encourages compet1t1ve behavior it
I / i
creates or perpetuates status differences. The more public

the rewards are the more v1s1ble are the members of each

statuS‘level. Under these c1rcumstances members of each i
/

level perce1ve themselves to be similar to others members of

that Aevel and see common interests in interacting with same

°

'leve{'children.

1l
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It may be that children at the top and-bottom of the
status h1erarchy stop compet1ng once the lines- of status are

clear.@ The ch1ldren in the’ m1ddle nght well continue to Sy

.~ .compete. S :»'.' "%}%_n aw ~m o

Once a status h1erarchy 1s estab11shed

;,__lower status . . R 4

teacher all1es) They may also hope t o ga n so' : atuswby"”' ;
"rubblng" elbows w1th those of h1gher status.“nIﬁ.eitHer i
case, the status system is preserved and. strengthened -

4 t, ;.'!;_ N

Lower»status students are clearly and v1s1bly acknowlédg1ng

&

the fact that they have lower status and g1v1ng the h1gher
»status students prest1ge and power. In s0 do1ng, hlgh |
status;becomes evenjmore reward1ng for those hold1ng that
position,-while equal status‘interactions‘with'those in~
B lower,positions may become threatenino to.their position._ o
X i\\\ _Asdnotednearl;er,_there are also reasons‘why high and

low status 'students may wish to avoid contact with each’
v . . . M

ther. Low status students'might'fear rejection (or,

3 " &

L 1ndeed may have rejected the hlgher status students) wh1le‘

h1gher status students may w1sh to avo1d a lowering of the1r

status by assoc1at1ng thh thoSe of lower statuSes.
. ‘ , ; _ - o -
CLASSROOM CHAR@CTERISTICS AFFECTlNG'INTERACTION PATTERNS
My. research will not attemptxto difectly "prove"'the
validity of the peer 1nteract1on modelr ‘What I will do‘is

examine the- 1nteract1on patterns 1n several classrooms and

o 8
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- exercise in groUnded theory and arises from the data. A

‘vrelate those patterns to various character1st1cs of’ the . S

-claSsrooms. To the extent that/the model is useful in

expla1n1ng the l1nk between these character1g?1cs and the

1nteract1on pattern, the model'1s val1d The model was

%

. dev1sed in part as an attempt to expla1n the relatlonsh1ps»

’»that were found In this sense, the model represents-an I

What sorts of classroom and schodl character1st1cs N o

affect the compOnents 1n the peer 1nteract1on model? There
:b) .

are three types of characterlstlcs that I\\lll focus on.

4!

The f1rst 1s the organ1zatlonal structures of the

[

classrooms. Th1s 1ncludeS'act1v1ty structures’ and'ability
group1ngs as. 1nd1cated by read1ng group membersh1p The
second concerns other classroom features wh1ch spec1f1cally
affect student opportun1t1es for 1nteract1ng with other

students in their classroom. Seat1ng arrange@ent, use of

y [

space, rules- concern1ng movement w1th1n the classroom, and
' tegcher enforcement of those rulgs are 1ncluded in this v

categporys F1nally, there are sthool factors, factors wh1ch
‘hi " a Iy .}'
have an 1mpact in the classroom, but have their genes1s at ’

-

the school (or district) level Th1s 1ncludes school

’ N ~

dec1s1ons to regroup classrooms for a spec1al read1ng perlod v

each day, dec1s1ons to form mult1 graded classrooms:\and the
sex/race compos1t;on of teacheré’and adm1n1strators.

The teacher is not included in this study'as.one of the
pr1mary classroom character1st1cs to be examined. Actions“
and pract1ces by teachers will not be completely 1gnored in

. . 1
v [
. -
- . [y

. ¢ N . /o
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: classroom research has focused on teachers and
~effects of teach r expectat1ons (Rosenthal an
'lcolleagues and followe

“of children. (§ee Lewrn, et al., 1939, an

this analysis, but\they'are not of primary“concern.' There
< , ,
are several reasons for th1s. \A tremendolls amo.

t of

n the
teacher—student dyad. There are a»host of st ies on the

Jacobson,

1968) . An earller t of studies conducted y Lewin and his
’ exam1ned the .effedts of d1ffer1ng
‘leadersh1p styles on . a varlety ‘of soc1al ou‘comes in groups
Lippitt and
_White,_1947,{for.eXamole.)' These studies tend to‘imply.that
it is sbmethiné in the makeup of the teacher, in his or her
personal1ty, that leads to certa1n sets of expectatlons for
certa1n ch1ldren and to part1cular leadersflp styles. At

best, teachers are seen to have been ra1sed in a part1cular

sociéty and trained in part1cular institutions to be tHe

- sort of person they are and to lead in' the way that ‘they dor

: N
It is then primarily .teachers' direct interactions with

children that lead to various social outcomes. .In a sense,
this leads to a teacher-blame argument when trying to
account for stratiflcationoin the classroom. The factors I

will focus on are ones which either affect the

stratification process directly, without operating through
’ v

© the teacher, or are factors wh1ch struature a teacher's

behav1or regardless of a teacher's personallty. To be sure,
the types of task structures a teacher employs in a
classroom and things such.as, seating arrangement may be

.

related to the teacher's personality. The point is that it
. ;
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seati g-arrangements..' ' h J o a B
I do not 1ntend to 1mp1y that teacher characterlst1cs
a'e.1rrelevant to. the processes be1ng look at. 1 Wlll take
,them into. account, part1cularly teacher enforcement oj rules
concern1ng student movement in the classroom. But, teacher .
characterlst1cs have been well stud1ed wh1le the .other o
factors have not. The results of the teacher stud1es are
not very sat1sfy;ng as explanatlons of the 1nteractlon
patterns which are found in classrooms, nor are they
particularly.useful in planning for chahge: |

Organizational Structures

Hallinan (1976) points out that almost all studies of
'social structure in classrooms have been carried out in |
traditional classrooms. Glidewell (1966) reports that most
such studies have found that the social structures of
| elementary school classrooms develop very quickly and are
us ally characterlzed by stable, exclusive pa1rs and
{ subgroups of students. W1th1n subgroups there is a h1gh
Qdegree of interaction and 1nfluence but little of these
acrosg groups. Recent\ftudles in d1fferent types of
classrooms haye fvynd patterns of 1nteract1on and friendship
groupings other than those reported by Glidewell (Bossert,
v1977a; Hallinan, 1976; Hallinan and Tuma, 1978). These
36
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studies make it quite clear that patferns of children's
interaction and friendshipvgroups are affected by the
organizational structure. of the classroom,

“The organizétional structure can éffect-each of the

vcomponents'and their elements of the peer interaction model.

Activity qttuctures in classrooms which provide increased

‘opportunities for interéction ahong students are likely to-

decrease the number of social isolates, thus equalizing the

typiéally skewed distribution of'friendship choices_whiéh‘

'most:socigygtric studies have found in traditional

classrooms. Structures wRich provide more opportunities for

more children to interact, increase the chances. of

- ' - *

children's finding mutual bases for friendships.
Classrooms may be structured in such a,way as to

'

increase the degree of perceived"similarity}between certain
g;oups of students., ‘They also may be structured in ways
that make certain types of similarities more salien£ asra
basis for liking and friendship. For example, when students
are blaced in various groups, such as reading or math
groups, “each group provides a bagis on whichva,chiiq may
perceive himself 6r herself as s;milar to othérs in the

group'ﬁpd dissimilar to those not in'the‘group, The extent

to which membership in such groups is labeled, made hidhly

'vjsible” Snd/or rewarded'by the teacher may determine'how

important these membership groups are for friendship chQicgs”

Y

and interaétion patterns (Rothenberg, 1979). When thesgf“

-

insfructiohal groups are formed on the basis of abilgfy or




»frxendshlps (Hallinan, 1978) .

dxstxngulsh _and categorzze the var1ety of- acé%vxty

-

,
” ~ - o ‘ ~x -

- achievement, group members are likely to share similar SES
~and ethnic backgrounds, thus providing an even stronger

basis for grouptmembers to perceive similarities and form

i

% A problem arxses about how to best describe,

A

structures found in classrooms. The way in which this s’

-done can have 1mportant 1mp11cat1ons for understandlng how

organ1zat1onal characterlstlcs affect the development of

particular patterns of peer associations.

’

A typical approach is to make a dichotomy between

"traditional" and‘"open"_classrboms, but this presents a

o

number of serious difficulties. One problem is that it is

‘very difficult to clearly define "open" classroom.

Definitions and descriptions vary consioerably. (Compare,
for-instance, thevdefinitions found in Gatewood,‘l975;
Silberman, 1972; and Walberg and Thomas, 1972.) It also is
likely that substantial variations can be found even among
classrooms 1dent1f1ed either as "open" or as "traditional"
classroomsr When researchers recognize these problems of
distinguishing between "open" and "traditional” they often
establish a specific set of distinctions for their
particular investigation. It is difficult to compare
results or to generalize among studies because a variety of
definitions have been used. Another solution to this ‘
definitional problemvhas.been to pick a single major
characteristic which'distinguishes "open" from "traditional"

‘L
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N and to compare classrooms where a variatipn in this
'cnaracteristie is found. For exanple, in one study,
Hallinan (1976) designates "classrooms without rigid,
nomogeneous grouping proceduresf.." as open. However,
classrooms thus distinguished may vary on a nideﬁvariety of
ﬁ‘other structural variables not dealt with by Hallinan such
as‘ reward structures, ‘the degree to which children engage in

the same tasks at the same'time, and the amount of choice'

students have in Epdf’they .do and when they do it.

'
‘

Studies whic . use Simple dichotomies between “open“ and

"traditional" or merely make a differentiation of classrooms

L 4
based on one characteristic are incapable of examining the

varying and often interacting effects that different aspects
of classroom organization can have. To most fruitfully.
explore how organizational structure.shages various patterns
of friendship groupings and interaction one hust view the
organizational structure as being composed of a series of
components. only then does it become possible to understand
how theSe components,'individually and in interaction with
each other, affect‘patterns of peer associations.*

Bossert (1977b) has taken a further step in analyzing
effects of classroom grganization by using compohents and
theirbcombined influence to describe a set of task

structures and their effects. 'He divided the activities

* . This discussion concerns the affect of classroom
structures oh peer associations.  However, it should be . -
noted that this approach using multiple components is
useful, and I believe necessary, in exploring a wide variety
of classroom.processes, effects, and outcomes.

39
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obServed inrelememtary school classrooms, into three types of
patterns: recitation, class task, and multi-task. Four
components form the basis for these three categories.' They
are group size, division of labor, pupll cholce, and the
extent to which evaluation is puhlic and comparable. Each
of these components may vary. Group size can vary from
large groups compr1s1ng most of the class to small grouplngs
within the_class to complete individualization. Divisions
of labor can yary from all students performino the same task
to each student performing a different'task. The locus of
control can swing from high teachet control fto h1gh student
control. Performance and evaluation can vary both in the
degree to which they are public-and the degree to which they:
are comparable, To a certain extent the evaluation system
is dependent on the other components. For example,
eyaluatlon in large group activities where all children are
performing the same task will necessarily be highly public
and comparable. Each child can see the level at which
others are performing and where he or she fits in to the
overall pattern of performance in the classroom because
performance rewar@s aré visible. In theory, the task
structure determines patterns of revwards and pun1shments in

the classroom, that is, the reward structure. The

components can individually and collectively affect the

. r ’
opportunity for interaction, the reward structure, and the

7

]

degree to which cooperative or competitive environments are

created in classrooms. .




A ) S,

In classrooms where. a recitation format predominated,
Bossert observed the ‘emergence of norms of competition.

Friendship groups were based on levels of achievement and

‘remained stable and basically unchanged. High achievers

interacted with and were friends only with other high

achievers. Low achievers alsoxélustered together. In the

classrooms. where class task and multi- task act1v1t1es
predom1nated Bossert observed norms of cooperat1on. Such
classrooms were characterlzed by fluid friendship groups in
which attachments were based on mutual interests rather than
on achievement. As the children's interests changed, so too
d1d the fr1endsﬁ1p groups.

Desp1te the fact that Bossert recognized the component
nature of task structures, he narrowed the types of
classroom structures to three, and used the predominatlng
structure as the unit of analysis when examining
organizational effects on peer associations. A recent
analysis of observations collected in three fourth grade
classrooms (Rothenberg, 1979) suggests the following
modifications:

1. Additional components sare needed to describe task
structures in ways wh;S§ are useful for determining
effects on various classroom behaviors and outcomes.
These include: (a) whether or. not students are required
to be actively engaged in the activity; (b) whether or
not children are grouped accordirg to some set of |
academic skill or achievement levels for the activity;

. and (c) whether or not the activity is primarily an
academic one with the reward structure based on academic

-skills or achievements.
LY

2. Students are exposed to a wide variety of activities,

and hence a variety of task structures, throughout the
day. The total pattern of activities and'their
<N

41 | 4{)




A

\

1

components must be examined to determine effects on peer‘
associations. Components can be thought of a vectors,
each constraining some types and encouraging other types
of behaviors and outcomes. Each component may have
varying strengths depending on the extent to which it is
supported or counteracted by other. components. - It is.
this pattern which must be examined and understood.

3. Some components and some task structures may be more

- important than others in their effects on peer
associations.. . .

Classroom Characteristics Affecting

Student Movement 1n the,Classroom : 4

: The consequences for 1nteraction patterns that the
seating arrangement and spacial arrangement of the classroom
has already been discussed.. These arrangements effect
opportunities for interaction as well as the visibility that
particular individuals and‘groups have. inbsome classrooms
children are assigned seats early in tne term and only minor
changes are made-thereafter. In other classrooms the O
assigned seating changes freguently through the‘year. 'In
still other classrooms’the children are free to change their |,
seats whenever they like. Again} it is clear that such:: |
variations in classro}m procedure will affect opportunities
for peer interactions.

h Idiosyncratic variations among te7cher behaviorfalso
can have an impact on interaction patternsu 1 &111 argue
later, in the conclusion of this report, that many teacher
actions are either made more likely or constrained by the
organizational structure of the classroom. Within these
constraints teachers do vary. They vary in the extent to
which they label groups, affecting how visible those groops

are. They vary in the extent to which they provide

»




'differential‘rewards to,certein children and to certain
groups,-thus affecting\the reward structure. Soqe tegchers’
exert more confroi than«others over studeB;s*/{;formal
exchange (tafkiog and moving) thus affecting opportunities

for interaction. s *

‘$chool Level Factors

‘;7 There are a var1ety of decisions and factors wh1ch
occur at the school~or dlstr1ct level which affect chlldren
in the classroom and have an 1mpact on the1r 1nteractlon

patterns.‘ They affect children as they, operate in the

classroom.  They dlffer from the kinds of factors considered -

és’claesroom facfors in fhat control over fhem'rests oufside
xof the classroom. | |

Probably the most 1mportant school level factor 1n this -
study!was the decision by one of the schools to regroup the
children f?oh the three classes at each grade level for a
‘special reading instruction.periodleachIday. In the |
classrooms in' all fhe other schools in the study, children
were grouped for read1ng within the classroom. Tﬁe
difference between two types of reading instruction formats.
created critical dlfferences in all of the components in fhe
inferacfion model. This‘proléged a kind of natural field
experiment Eno wifl'be discussed more fully later. = ~ |

There are many:other'school.ievel‘fectors which can and
did have an effect on peer interection patterns inlthe
classroom. Mostf8chools groupychildren by age thus limiting.

in-class_interactian to those of similar age. Some.
/ ' . '

[
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classrooms arekmulti-graded ano thus provide the opportunity
for some cross grade interaction.- How much actually occurs
depends ofi the same set of factors that affect interaction‘
among chiidren of any type of group--those postulated in the
1nteractlon model

| The types of act1V1t1es and organlzat1onal structures '

“found 1n classrooms reflects in part at least, desires and

decisions made at the school and dlstr1ct level. Whether or .

not a school or school system will provide "open"
classrooms,‘how‘much eﬁphasis islplaced on a "back to
basicsf push ‘in tue schoo,‘, what*materials are made .
available, are all~%which will affect the 7
interaction patterns among childrkn. : /

The princioal and other administrators are important
actors who can affect many of the claésroom pract1ces. 'The
aamlnlstratlon can encourage or dlscourage the use of

* reading and math groups in classrooms,‘they can emphasize
the need for an equitable reward system, one that ooes7not
;7ga?"H€ﬁghten race, Sex, or social differences‘among the
children. The race and sex makeup of the staff as well as
the patterns of interaction among the staff in a school can
_ be important. Children model the behavior of the adults in
a school. 'To the extent that students see men and women and

blacks and whites interacting on an equal status basis, that

behavior will be reflected in the students' interactions.

v
. N

‘organizational structure of classrooms and hence affect the °
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I -~ The primary focus g& this gtudy, in terms of the °

factors affecting the components of the classroom

L] . . .
interaction model, is on the organizational characteristics

I3

of the classroom. Other classroom characteristics, '

incldding idiosyncratic variations among teachers, and ™
. school level factors will be noted and discussed where
appropriate. gl
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&ETHODS AND DESCRIPTIONS OoF CLASSROOMS STUDIED

The data used inbthis'study were collected as part of ‘a
two year research project at The Un1vers1ty of M1ch1gan

"Soc1al1zatlon 1nto the Student Role

ks hY

entitled, ‘which was

Londucted by Professors Blumenfeld, Bossert, and Hamiiton{

'Informatlon was gathered from a variety of ‘classrooms which

.d1ffered in the types® of act1vrty~et£u/2uzes ut111zed grade

and soc1al class background of the students.

eKc

"which were collected, descr1ptlons of the classrooms

IQVel,

Thig ch ontains descr1pt1ons ogfthe\types of data

selected for 1ntens1ve study of peer group networks, and the ' v

/ [

procedures by which 1nte;actlons were coded and peer
L :

networks were mapped. -

Ll »

Data Collection

¢

Two types‘%f data were
observations in classrooms
interaction patterns and a
used'to obtain information

3

choices.

.....

used to study peer networks:

provided information about

-

sociometric guestionnaire was

about students' friendship '

¢

Ethnographic data weré

N

collected in 20 classrooms. Blumenfeld, Bossert,

- .
"Hamilton (1978) describe thejr plan for the collection of
the ethnographic data as follows:
~ In depth records of classroom 1nteract1ons...w111
- be gathered using field research and ethnographic
*  observation hniques. Observations will involve the
collecti Broce§s notes detailing as much as
posslble/dﬁ t e ily activities, interactions and




s

conversat1ons ‘that occur 1n'§ach\c1assroom without ’

using ‘precoded observation categorles. This preserves

the natural order and complexity .of social interaction

‘and allows for tWe use of multiple coding schemes in
later analysis.. These notes provide an ethpography,’ or
'natural history, of classroom events and ‘allow for  the
tracing of patterns and changes in patterns over the

course of the observatlon period,
: . 1) . . ) ’ I
Each classroom was observed for-a-total of ten ‘to

‘th1rty hours over/a period of 2 to 6 months. 'Observation
perlods lasted betweem 45 and 90 minutes and were rotated §0
that all periods-of a .normal school day»were covered.

Thelobservers,utrainedﬂby Bossert in'ethnographiczdata’

gathering techniques,iwereﬁinstructed to specifically record

y -~
all of the follow1ng
---Subject matter title, (math Engllsh crafts,. recess,
.etc.). N

[y

o P

-%-Al11 teacher.instructions related to the work process
(e.g., T: Group a will line up first, then group
c...). Record teacher grouping pract1ces, especially
when groups are using different materials and/or
work1ng at different levels on the same mater1als. B
syre to record which children .(by name) are in each

, group, when group composition shift occur (e.g., when a-

< child is sent to another: group), and why these shifts

are occurring. _ - f
,~=--All teacher-pupil communication about rules, rule
violations, etc. Be sure to include what is. said to
whom about what- and:the response.

<

—~All peer communicat1ons about rules. : Qf

---all spontaneous peer grouplngs.- Who chose whom to do
what, and all-shifts in these groupings. Include kids
assessments fr1endsh1ps...1f you can overhear them.

~In addition, the observers were 1nstructed to. record as much
" of the other happenlngs in the classroom as poss1b1e.,.ﬁ
The obsarvers made "]Ot notes" whlle 1n the c;assrooms_

and later (on' the same day Jf poss1ble) expanded these 1nto




&

(U N , . : , v
_ a. set of fiefd notes. These field notes contained the .
~ information required to trace out interaction patterns,

. determine the typical activitiesgengaged in by students, and

Aexamine‘a'variety of factors which might affect-peer

1l

. networks. .Y N . ' . N
K - ' — . S . e .
! Friendships choices. .-Data on the children's friendshiprf5
X \

choices were collected as part of an 1hterv1ew with the Ty

A

students. These 1nterv1ews were conducted in the Spring and

oc¢6::’; toward the end of the period of observation.

4 P

Parent 1 permission was required for these .interviews. The

% :
response rate varied cons1derably, from under 50% in some

%

K :“,_c1assrooms to nearly 100% in others. The observations
indicate that most of this variation probably was due to

- ' variations in teachers enthusiasm and pers1stence 1n
'collecting the permission forms from the students. The

£l

‘response rate tended to be better in schools inlﬁhite.collar
communities than in those in blue collarzcommunities. |
Children were asked to go through alist of the
Vchildren‘inhtheir‘classrooms‘and‘to designate-their "“best
friends", their ”friends" and those children‘who were "not a
friend." The names of Q}assmates were read to students in
the primary grades, (first, second and third grades) 'The

b
) _ fifth and sixth grade students filled in the friendship

questionnaires by themselves. During the second year offthe
study the students were asked to designate their two very

best friends after they had completed the initial




designations of "best friend", "friends",.andbmnot;a

friend "

Classrooms Selected for Intens1ve Study
This report concerns the peer networks 1n eight of the

classrooms in the Blumenfeld et al. study. ‘I was the

Oobserver in six of those classrooms* ---Gibson's, Warren's,

Schultz' s, Casey s, Rizzo's, and Snyder's. 'Because of.my

1nterest 1n 1nteractions among peers I had been part1cularly
careful to record peer interactions 1n detail ‘Furthermore,

hav1ng spent many- hours 1n each of these classrooms, I knew'

>

the children, I knew the teachers, and I knew the context 1n

whnch the1r behaviors took place. Field notes” prov1de t.

_cons1derable 1nformation about' these th1ngs, but-I found

a

that my own‘field notes were far more meaningful to me. than

were those ofpother observers; The models,~theor1es, and

findings in this report not ,only fit the data in the sense
that they fit the numerical bits in various tables, but they
make sense to me 1n terms of my understanding of the |

classroom_processes which I observed. I used these
understandings to frame the questions, to determine which

Variables‘werelto be examined; and to help oréanize the

analysis of the‘data.

‘ *.Some children said that they had no very best
friends, some said that they had just one very best friend,
and others said that they had three very best friends.

+ These preferences have been used in ‘the analysis. Most

children d1d désignate two very best friends.

.Classrooms are™ 1dent1f1ed by teachers names. All
names are pseudonyms. _ / L
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a)

R

I included'two'aoditionalIClassrooms,;Reed's and

s, in my study,f_I selected'these two for several

ns:

4

Four of the six classrooms ' in which I observed were in

‘'white collar commpnities. Reed's and Bell's classrooms

b)

were in a blue.collar communlty. 'By including them in
the study 1 balanced the number of clagsrooms in white

/o T
and blue collar commun1t1es. ”

There were 30 hours of observatlon in these classrooms.

‘The patterﬁ‘of'peer interact1ons was l1kely to be more

complete w1th 30 hours of observat1on compared to

4

classrooms with 10.0or. 20 hours of observat1ons.

The field notes for the observatlons‘1n,these

" classrooms were particulatly detailed and complete.

' notes of those eventsu

e)

£)

The observer in these clas rooms, Linda Grant, also was

1nterested in péer: 1ntera tions ‘and had made careful
The observer was avai ble for clarification.of the
field notes as well as for consultation. I was able to
check my findings in t@ese,classrooms'w1th the

, o > ~
observer's undefstaﬁaings,of the peer group patterns.

,Finally; I‘had‘spent about half'an hour observing in

~each of these classrooms and had some sense for the

teachers and childrehsin them.' | // :

Chara

cterlst1cs of the Exght Classrooms

eight

Table III-1 descr1bes several character1st1cs of the
«lassrooms choseniforlinten51ve study. Most of the

[
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TABLE III-1

CLASSROOM DESCRIPTIONS

' Hours ‘ Dates NUmberANumber' Total Percent
‘Teacher Grade Social of - of of of Number of' Responding to
Class Observation Observation Boys ' Girls Students Questionnaire

white ' .10/18/78

Warren 1 collar 30 to 4/26/79 13 - 12 25 88.0%
‘ ~ blue \ 10/23/78 - o
Bell 1 ‘collar 30 . to 5/2/79 13 14 27 55.6
' ' blue 10/23/78 o - '
Reed -1 collar 30 to 5/2/79 17 11 - 28 ' 39.3
: | | white - 10/23/78 o
Gibson 1/2 collar 30 to 4/24/79 | 11 14 - 25 , 96.0
- blue ' © 10/12/79 ' |
Snyder 1/2 “collar =~ 20 [ ~to 1/28/80° 13 - 13 26 46.2
white 2/6/80 ‘
Schultz 2 collar 10 . to 3/26/80 11 13 t24 50.0
blue . 10/16/79 . v -
‘Rizzo 2/3, collar 10 to 1/18/80 15 8 23 60.0
white 11/7/79 ‘ :
5/6 ' collar 20 to 3/14/80 15 13 28 75.0




categor1es in this table are self explanatory.  Some
add1t1onal comments are presented below about grade level,

social class, and mult1-graded classrooms. Further

b

descrlptf!ns of the classrooms are'included at the end of

. !
this chapter,

t
'

Grade level. Seven of the eight classrooms were
\prlmary grades, first through third. Only classroom,
Casey's, a fifth/sixth grade classroom contained older
children. This creates somelobvious problems of analysis
and interpretation of peer networks found in this classroom
with older children. These children have been in school
\much longer than the children in,the pr1mary grades. The
pattern of peer networks may have been formed in earl1er.
years and then solidified. As older children move into new
"classrooms, changes in,activity‘structures or changes of
other classrooms features which might affect theApeer
structure in. lower grades, may haye only a limited impact on
the peerxgroup. Another problem with studying only one
class with older children is that developmentalqdifferences
might account for variations in peer patterns between older
and younger children. The sixth grade'studentI in this
classroom (most obviously the sixth grade girl 5 were.on the;
verge of adolescence. Physically many had reached puberty.
Many of the students in this classroom (both the fifth and
sixth graders) seemed to be much more aware of their
appearances than were students in the younger grades. There
was much combing of hair and trips to check appearances in a

! ~
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mirror in the back of the room. Casey's students also
tended to be more stylishly dressed‘than the firstIan
second graders in the same school. The. boy girl
interactions often ‘seemed flirtatious, with much teasing and

giggling. ,

It will be difficult to separate out age effects from
classroom effects intbasey's class. The:inclusion of two or
three additional older grades with differing act1v1ty

structures would help to overcome “these problems. At best I

will be able to note cautions ‘as. I analyze data, and point

out differences which may be caused by age differences.

Soc1al class. Half of the classrooms were in schools

in blue collar communities. The other half were in & white

collar community. Most of the'parents of the children in

[
. Ll

the ‘blue collar community were employed as factory workers
or as clerks in nearby stores. Some{were at the lowest
levels‘of management, as line foremen'or floor supervisors.
During an observation period in one blue co}lar classroom,
Snyder s class, the teacher discussed parents' Jobs with the

children. Ih addition to'pos1tioqs in factories and stores,

the students mentioned jobs such as policeman, beautician,

and mechanic in describing the1r parents occupations.

All four of the clasgrooms in the white collar

community were in the same school. The community was a mid- .

sized (100,000 population) university-dominated city which

had a substantial amount of white collar industry'(research

firms, computer software developers, pharmaceutical research

PR
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léboratories, data processing.compeniee, etc.). The school
district was cpmpoeed of single family homes. It was a
middle and'upper.piddle CIess area, though not in rhe
weaithiest pert of town.

Multi-gréded classrooms. The fact that half of the

classrooms were multi-graded turned out to be serendipitous.

‘Grade level is a cheracteristic‘of students, a group

membersh1p, created by the educational system. One of the
f1nd1ngs to be d1scussed in later chapters is that the
greateq"he number of groups represented }n a clase{épm, the
less important any one is in terms of structuring
interaction patterns. In a classroom which has boys and
%&rls, three or four reading groups, and two grade levels,
each child is likely to have at least one base of common
interest with many other children who vary on orher
characteristics. Having a sample of classrqoms ghich

-~
included fnuti-graded classrooms made it possible to examine

this phenomenon.

Rel1ab1l1t of the Data

I am confident that’ pat}erns of 1nteract1on an& the
profiles of classroom characteristics based on 20 and 30

hours of observation are reasonably accurate. The
: , .

observations were spread over several months in these

\

clasérooms énd all parts of the school day were well
sampled Enough time was spent in these classrooms so that

unusual events or aberrant, but. temporary patterns, were

unlikely to have distorted overall patterns which were

i
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discerned. -1 am Iésﬁ confident about the generalizability

of the data collected in the two classrooms with only 10

. "hours of observation. The data'collected in Schultz's

s \~/

¢ ~classroom a;z\Bnréiculafly suspect . hultz was reluctant
\ { to have observers in the room. She had¢been a fourth grade

teacher for a number of yeérs,and this was her first year as
a second grade teacﬁer. 'Sge said that she was having some
trouble making the adjustment to a lower Qrade.‘ She allowed
me to observe oniy after she felt that things were running
5 - smoothly which was not until the winter term. She reqﬁested
that I only observe for-one morning a weeL, on the same day
each week.’ Tpe_10 hours represént five observations, over
. a two month period. The tedcher said that all her hornings, I
were essentially the same. She ipent the mornings working
- withvfeadihg groups while the rest of theAstudents worked
independently.® The activity profile ané the interaction
patterns are probably accurate~desc;iptions of typical
mornings in this classroom. However, 1 was not able to
¢ . £

determine afternoon patterns. Based on casual observations
St

and brief conversations with the teacher, I was able to get

7.Schultz let me choose the day of the week, and 1
chose Wednesdays. Her concern was to know well in advance
when I would be coming. She seemed rather tense during the
first observation but relaxed for the others.

*.0n other days of the week as I was on my way to and
from observing in other classrooms I often walked by this
classroom and glanced in. Also, I interviewed the children

in this classroom on other days of the week and spent a few
minutes in the room each time I came to pick up a child to
be interviewed. All mornings did seem to be spent in the
same manner. ‘ g

f '
bo
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only a general picture of what afternoon activities were

like. : o | ' - T~
I am somewhat more confident about the quality of data

collected in Rizzo's classroom. 1 was able to distribute my

observations throughout the day. Rizzo was vegy organized

and metlculous (borderlng on r1g1d) "Her schedule of.-

act1v1t1es varied very little fromﬁday to day or week to

week. The description'of the activities and other classroom

characﬁeristics are'probably a good reflection of tYpical

patferns. With only 10 hours of observation, howeve}; the

interaction patterns observed may be less than typical.

Activity Structures s o ‘ } \\<
; Bossééeiand 1 developed a cod1ng scheme to label qg;

‘activities described in the ethnogtaph1c tield notes. The

scheme was designed to f1t the needs of the Blumenfeld et

al. project as wel}l as my research. Eac activity was coded

with a three part code.
The subject code labeledﬁthe gubject matter.” This
included academic spbjects (math, language, spell1ng,\ftc.),

art, show and tell, information giving (relating to rules,

procedures and plans for the day), and non-academic games.

9 , : L]
3 Phe activity code indicated the type of activity in

which the majority of the students were engaged. There vere

five types of activities included in this catedory: \

1) Large group{;ct1v1t1es. The majohity of the class
. (usually the whole ¢lass), were enfjaged in either a
recitation type of act1v1ty i i ,
requ1red to respond to questiOng orjrecite out loud, or

in activities such as watching moyie or listening to




a story in’ whlch no response from ‘students was
: _ required. - \
- + 2) Class-task activities. Chxldren worked individually,
, but all children performed the same task. Fgr example,
all were working on math, or all were working on

reading.
v 3) Multi-task activities. Chlldren worked individually or
, ) in small groups on many different tasks and subjects at
o ' * the same tim Some children might be working on math
while others wdtked on. reading and still others were

‘ engaged--in an art activity.
' "4) Transition times.., This included times between
activities, times when children were moving into the !
classroom, cleanup times and times when students were
getting ready to leave the classroom. It also included
times Ehen ‘the teachers were handing out or collecting
papers or materials, and organizational tasks such as
- taking role and collecting lunch money. C
' 5) Free time activities. This 'included ocutdoor recess and
indoor free time. : ‘ :
‘The form code described the actxvxty type in more
detail. It captured yariations such as: chxldren worklng
on different tasks according to ablllty ‘level (and/or grade
level in multi-graded classrooms) ; 'most students engaged in
one type of activity (e.g., class-task) while the teacher
worked with a reading”groupf large group activities during
which children had to publicly perform compared to large
group activities during which children did not have to
perform, |
This coding scheme was designed to be flexible. Types
of activities can be combined in a variety of ways depending
on what is being examined 'For example, in the analysis ‘of
'& " the relatlonshlp between readxng groups and interaction

patterns all the types of actxvxtxes in whxch children were

grouped by ability were combined.’ Thls combination

o '.iAbility level” End "reading group" will be used
interchangeably in this report. Grouping by ability level
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technique and its usefulness will become evident as ‘it is

‘

used in the analytic chapters.

. &
- : Al

Calcula;ing a "Typica; Déxf
| Each school day in all the classrooms was compoéed'Of_a
variety 6f‘activities which varied in subject mét;er, t§pe B
'and‘form. No two dayslﬁere exactly alike. Futhermore,
teéchers periodical?§ rearranged schedules ahd_put_mpre
emphasis on one area or another. ‘ Y

In order to, be able to examine the activity/structuresv

in each classroom and to compare classrooms I calculated .

what a typical day might look’ like for each classroom. =It

was difficult to ac Uratély calculate'the;proportioﬁ of time

[

spent it various activities,. Part of the difficulty was

that it ‘had been impossibl® to equally Sampl every part of

the school day for eaqp day of the week. In s ﬁe of the '

classrooms a diSproportionate numbér_of the observations ‘had
occurred during thé mbrning'and in others a disproportionate
number had occurred in the after“\ns. " In order to

calculate at least a rough measure of the proportion of time

A

\ 4 |

spent in each.type of éémivity an averaging technigue was
il
used. I broke the schboi\day into ten minute intervals.

For each interval I ayeraéed the types of activities noted

usually meant grouping by reading groups. In a few
classrooms a small proportion of time was spent in math
groups.  In the single graded classrooms most of the
children were assigned in the same work in math. In the
multi-graded classrooms, children in each grade level were
assigned the same math work. In the'multi-graded classrooms
the form'code for math activities would indicate that the
children wrre differentiated by grade level.
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in all obsérQations thaﬁ covered that time period. .For
ekample, five Separate observations.might“han included the
time pefiod from 10:00 AM-to IO:iO-AM.‘ Fifty minutes of
activitiesvwo ld'thérefpre hévg been recorded for that time

otal of fifteen minutes had been spent in-a

period. 1If
multi-task activity, twentf-fivé minutes in a class-task
activiiy. aﬁd ten minutes in a large group activity, then,
30%, or an average of three minutéé of'the.ten minute timg I
period was tymically spept in multi-task activifies, 50% or
an aQerage of five minutes was spent in class-task |
acﬁivities; aﬁd'ép%fo% an averale. pf two minutes was‘spenﬁ
iﬁ large group acﬁivitigs. Th;s’averaging ﬁechnique was °
used on every tenlminute t ime ggribd of theléchOOL éay.
Different numbers of observatidné‘oscurred at Qaéying times
of the day. This meant that some intervals might be used on
" six, seven, or eight observations while others might be
based only on two, three, or four observations.'® ' The fotal
number of average minutes spent in each activity was
‘calculated and a proportion of'£he'schoolqday,was computed.
There was onlb a fivé'minute difference in the length of the

school day among these classrooms. Similar proportions of

time spent in activities represent similar amounts of actual

X
[T

' If a part'culgz observation period began or ended
such that less an three minutes of the time period could
be coded, thay observation was discarded for that time
period. ~ / -

. . . '. H T .
time spent in those activitles.
1




\ - Codigg Inte}acfidnq
| All interaétioné between childfen in tﬁe same »
cléssroom”i which were hoted in the field hétes were' ' "Fﬁ\\//{ h
coded.“"I'attehpted to capfuge‘the QUality of thé . .
interactién. Affectively positive and affectively heuﬁ;al
interactions were(coabined intq éJsinglevcétegory. These
jincluded éuéhlfh{ngs as:-children talking or chatting with
,dne another; playing a éamevtogether; sharing materials;
noh-verbal'infefactiqné such ‘as hugging,_&issing, holding
hanéé; stroking hair; and work re%afed interactions such as

working together, helping ane another on.work, asking

"

f‘l . = : S ‘ i,
dfTections from each other, and comparing work. , Affectively
negative or hostile interactiohs also were combined into a

single category. These things included such tHings'as:

Be

hitting, teasing, arguing, stealing materials, threats,
criticism, and refusing asked for help. It was often

difficult to distiﬁguish between aftectively positive and

affectively neutral types of intefactions. Affectively

negative ones were much easietQto'code as such because, if LS
. \ )

'1,During reading group time in Reed's, Bell's and
Snyder's classrooms, most of the regular students were
dispersed ip other classrooms. Therefore, interactions .were
not coded during these time®. 1Interactions during '
transition times just before and just after the reading '
period were coded. . “ : '

"1, Interactions during outside recess were not coded.
There were several reasons for this. Usually several
classes went to recess at the samé;tige. Studentssvere
, spread over the whole playground area, which was guite large
for these schools., It was.impossible to record even .ay
fraction of the interactions among:students of "the same
classroom. Furthermore, during colder weather students

[

o ‘ ‘ 6
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o, ‘ nothing else, the'actual‘Golume'of the interactions (or the

AN

dresulting‘screamslor~pleas for teacher help) was often

louder than other- 1nteracttoh§‘ Observers were “able to

1nclude more deta1ls about these 1nteract1ons A

The clearest . d1st1nct1on can be made b\ééeen

affect1vely negatrve 1nteract1ons and all other

1nteract1ons,_mThe analyses:1n this report,w1ll be based on

allnon*ﬁé&atlvb/?;t:ractions.. The'pr1mary reason for this
e E ."’”\j l1m1tatlon is’ “to keep the study w1th1n manageable limits.
\ "~ Examining negat1ve_1nteractxons would have-enriched the )
‘.findings;reoorted‘here. ‘Hooefully‘this_will be done in

future analyses.

,Calculatlng,lnterpersonal Ties'Betneen Students ‘
GranoVetter'l1Q73)'suggedts that'the strength of
interpersonal ties.can be used to.studea uariety’of issues
inQolGed in netuorklanalysis.vae defines the strength of a
tie as "a (probably linear) combination~of the amount of St
time, the emotional intensity, the intimacy . (mutual e

a

conf1d1ng),'and the rec1procal services which characterize’

i

the tie." ' The strength of the ties between the children

stud1ed here was calculated based on the amount .of non-"

u, \

vnegat1ve inseraction the children had w1th each other. This

'

calculation focuses on the amount of t1me component of . -

A,,

Granovetter s def1n1t1on of t1es.' He notes that although,

each of the components "is somewhat independent of the

2

bundled up in snow-suits and hats. It became difficultdto
identify students at a distance. : :

»
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otper,...the set is obviously highly intracorrelated;"v I

have assumed that children who freﬁuently interact with
others in a non- negat1ve manner have a relatlonshlp that
nvolves at least some emothnal intensity, 1nt1macy, and
reciprocal services. .The more. chjldren interact with each

other, the greater these will_be;' °

- Granovegﬁer divides the strength of ties into

T

‘categoriesr-strong,Vweak) and absent. I used'a much fdner

gradation in.the initial calculation of the .ties but

* combined various strength ties'into'strong, weak and absent

_d1v1s1ons for most of the analyses.l The-maps'of the peer

network in Chapter VII are, however, based on the finer
grada ions.’

Once all the ¥nteractions in the field notes were

1dent1f1ed and coded, a matrix'was generated for each

classroom which showed the number of non negative

interactions between every pair of‘students in the ~ .

~classroom. For each student the per;entage,of interactions h_t~

T

with each other student was»oalculated. Values were. o P

assigned based on the percentage of interactions as follows:

!algg.' o Percentggg Interactionsn. Co
| ;‘ : - - 15% or‘more | ‘s ; .
3 C T 7% to 14.9%
2. | 5% to 6.9% |
1 »7‘ " 2.5% to 4 9%
0 .;’: v { Less than 2.5% ;
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Some base line cutoff-pdlntS-were used. Sdme students'had

very low rates of interaction with othersQ If onlyﬁone }
7'1nteract1on was regorded with another student, even ifvit
- o ‘was more than 2 5% of all that student s 1nteract1ons, lt
was coded as 0.. Two 1nteract1ons between students could not
receive a value greater than "1", three 1nteract;ons.cpuld
not receive a'value greater’ than "2", and four interactionsffé Yool
could not receive a value greater than “3"  The strength 6fi ;k*b‘

the t1e between ch1ldren was calculated by summing the value

N

of the tie that each had w1th’t:§/at\er.) The use of cutoff

p01nts e11m1nated the poss1b111, hat students who had‘

‘extremely low rates of interaction, and who were actually
quite isolated, could be rated as having strong ties with

. . , There were several reasons ‘'why ,this method was used to

ealculate the strengths of ties.' _Fxrst; 1 wanted thg
' . strength of a tie to represent the students‘.points of view.
' Some students- had much'lower rates of interaction than did ;

others;'.For those students, a few,interactions represented
a large proportion of all the interactions they had

Therefore, from the1r p01nt of~ v1ew, the1r strong t1es were -

t

' with those w1th whom they had the largest proport1on of
interactions. By summing the values of both students = .
involved in the tie, some sort of average strength is

represented. For'example; student A, who had many

wm%nteractions with many bthers,_might have five recorded ' A

- . !

interactions with student B. This might represent 3 percent

N ' - .
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of ‘all student A's recorded 1nteractions, and would be

valued as'a "1"., For student B, who had a low rate Of

{

interactions,’the five interactions'wuth student ‘A might
represent 10 percent of all studeht B s recorded
interactionsmand would have a value of "3". The strength of
the tie between studentqu and B-would be "4", thus
zcombining both studentsfpatternspof interactionl In thisvv
example there was a gapfotfa.tull,category between the two
”studentsi“?ln factigmost'pairs\of student’s either;had the
same value or only a difference of one category:' -

The gecond reason that I' used proportions has to do
with the relatively limited'amount of time that classrooms
N A i !

were'observed,. If a particular child happened to be absent

for one or two of the observation periods,‘he or she would
’appear to have low rates of 1nteraction with others.' This
could be largely, though not completely, compensated for by
us1ng the percentage ‘of a child' s 1nteractions as-a bas1s
-for calculating the strength of ties.

Ties which had ‘a strength of 1, 2,-3,’or 4 were
‘ considered to be weak ties. Those with a stres gth of 5, 6,.
7, or B were considered to be strong ties. Very strong ties
were those which had a strength of 7 or 8.

This method of measuring the strength of ties'is, of .
course not perfect. Yet it does seem to compensate for
various possihlé errors in ohservation.. The children who,

based on this method, had strong ties with one another, were

.
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the same children I wouId~havevlisted as good friends based.
S : > ‘ > Danes,

yif

on casual observations.

Mapping the Peer Networks . ' , - Yoo
/ RN

The maps of the peer networks to be d1scussed in

Chapter Vi1 were generated USlng a mult1d1mens1onal scallng
vtechn1que, MINISSA. (This techn1que was des1gned by
L Guttman and J. C. Lingoes. See Llngoes, 1965 and
Guttman, 1968.) Mult1d1mens1onal scallng ‘techniques are
‘_designed to-exam1ne the structure of data, usuallx-by
looking atbthe interreiationShip ofvyariables..fMINISSA is a
mapping technique which can geherate aﬁvisual map Which
‘shows how data interrelates. | _ h . g
. - The input of MINISSA is.a'matrix of data showing
| -sﬁmilarity or retationships.among objects or variables. The
i ‘matrix used in this studf was of the ties between children.
| MINfSSA.take5'§ﬁto account the total data,'looking at the
_relationship'each child has with every other child. The map;
which is'generated‘not only indicates which children cluster
'together, but shoys the relatiohshipfof clusters terach_
other.
~The output‘can show the relationship of children in one -
or more d1men51ons. 1f there were 25 children in the
classroom, 24 d1mens1ons would perfectly "fit" the data and
'a perfect map could be produced showing the exact
relationship of every‘child to every other-child The goal

of a small spaceaanalysns\(MINISSA in this case) "is to

reduce the number of d1men51ons in the space as. much as ot ‘

) . . ) |




3 B
"possible (preferably ro one, two, 6} three dimeosions) while
dxsturbxng the overall relatxonshxps among points (as shown
by the dlstance ‘coefficients in the input matrix) as llttle
-as_possible“ (Bailey2f7§74)f By meashrlng the degree of
montohicitY‘(the~rank ordering of the originainistanCes, or
strength ‘of ties in this case) which is retalned for each
small space, a’ measute of f1t can be derived. The MINISSA
output nges two. such measures——the coefficient of
‘alienation’ and Kruskal's Stress. A "good" fit is .15 or
less for the coefficient of alienation while ll is

13

considered{a‘fair fit for Kruskal's stress and .05 or below
is a good fit. |

A-ngood"'fic means thaththe'map of the -peer network is
a'reaéonable represenration of the relationship of~all
chlldren to each other based on the strength of the t1es
they have, one with the other. It was p0551ble to achieve a
good fit for all the classrooms using three dimensions. For
the purpose of this report and this‘study;_it wasvgh?;;cult
to visualize or discuss peer networks in this form.
(Ideally, three dimensional models of the peer group could
be constructed.) . In- order to get a good'fit in two s
dimensions in some classrooms, some of the weakest ties had
to be dropped from the matrix. The measures of "fit" and

the range of the strength of ties is indicated on each map.

Descriptions of the Classrooms

t
Appendix 1 conta1ns a table for each classroom showxng

the proportion of time spent in various act1v1t1es on a
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"typical” day;i I make no éttempt'to characﬁerize classr&omé
as "open" or "praditional" or even as "multi-task", "claés4
task", or "recifation" type classrooms. The analysis
presented in the analytic'chapters combines types of
activities in ways which are relevant to the particular
‘variables under consideration.

The classroom descriptiops'which follow prov}de further
information.which is relevant to the peer in;éfactidn
patterns which'developed in each classrbom. Variations in
the activity'patterns structures which are not éabtured by
the coding scheme ére described. Seating pétterns and
frequency of seating éhanges are noted. I also have
attempted €0 919§ very brief* descriptions of the teachers.
The information was obtained through the observations as
well aS-from'info;mal discussions withbthe teagﬂérs.‘ Some
of the inforﬁation comes from formal interviews which were
_conducted with Gibson, Warren, Bell, Reed, and Casey.,‘These
descriptiohs are infg%ded to give the reader a "feel"'for'
the teachers and their classrooms rather than to present a
true analfsis of their behavior.1\ ‘ . o

Warren

Warren had returned to teaching after 20 years of
;aising a family. I observed her classroom during the
second year of her return. She was a warm and friendly
teacher who obviously cared very\Qeeply'aboutuher students.

Her classroom was designatbd by the school as a traditional

classroom. She told me that she would prefer to teach in an

!
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open classroom. ‘She had attempted to individualize her
readingeprogram the year before but had been reprimanded for
doing so by the principal. She said that she planned to

quietly wait to be. tenured (which would 'happen after three
L
years in the system) and then attempt to teach in ways which

=

were more comfortable for her. Warren described all her

students as being bright and said that some were

exceptionally bright. L

- 'Warren's classroom was often quite n01sy and ou:wardly
chaotic. She was constantly asking students to be quiet,
typically b& making a loud hushing seund. Students would
TQUiet»down for a few minutes and then the noise level would
fqu1ckly rise. again._ Warren rarely get angry at her i
students. Reprimands to individual students were often
given quietly or in private. Her approach seemed to be to
“try to calm’very'abtive students rather than to tnreaten or

~punish. \

The seating arrandement was changed eVery few weeks.
Not only did Warren reassign students to different seats,
but she altered the desk arrangement as well. (The map of
this classroom‘shows only the arrangement‘on the final
observation“period.) She often seated friends near'onel
tanother, presumably at their request. There was a listening
corner in the room with a record player and head phones.. In
addition there‘was a library,with comfortable seats and a
rug. Children were allowed to read or play games in this

area when their work was completed.

68
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The students were divided into four reading groups-ia
high group, twb middle groups, and a lowAgrdup._.The two
vmiddle g}opbs were assigned the same work.. Students were
assigned by reading group‘(and would work as a.group) to
tasks at the iistening center. '

Students were engagéd intclasg-task and hulti-task type
activities during a relatively large proportion of the
school day. The teacher permitted students to move about
ratﬁer‘freelyvduring these times. :During multi-task
activities, many children would work on reaéing and ianguage
assignments given in reading group. All students wéfe

assigned the same math most of the time. All work was.

assigned by the teacher.

Bell

Bell was very concerned with order., She kept her room
neat aﬁd clean, with everything in its place. Her classroom
was generailyvquiet ahd students usually appeéred to be
busily working on an assigned task. Bell maintained a rigid
scheQu}eq moying f:om one. activity to the next precisely at
preplanned times.
: Students spe;t no time engaged in multi-task
activities. They did spend 35% of their time engaged in
clasg-task activities. All work was assigned by the_teacher
and the sfudents worked on the assigned_tasks af tim;:\\\
specified by the teacher. Bell discouraged interaction
during class-task activities and for the mogi part, students

were required to remain in their seats. It is interesting

P




to note that students in this classroom spent much more’time

ori show-and-tell than did students in any of the other

classrooms.

Bell frequently reprimanéed studenfs, most.often in
attempts to keep them quiet and on task. The observer in
this ciassroom noted that reprimands wefe "apt ;o be -strong,
public, and sarcastic,” and. noted the following as a typical
example: ' ( o _ -

T:Now that's'just what I wanted you to do, Gary, talk
and .forget all about your work. Thanks a lot.

Students were seated around tables,,foﬁr or five
students to a table, for most of'the.observation periods. . A
few sﬁuaents, who the teacher felt were disrupfiye, were '
separated from the rest of the class and seated in isolated
spots. Bell separated students who she felt spént too much
time talking to each other.

There were three first grade classrooms in the school
(including Bell's and Reed's). Students from all three
first grades were regrouped into five reading groups for a
one hour reading period each day. Bell worked with two of

the groups, a middle level group and the lowest level group.

b
oY - Reed
Reed became the classroom teacher in January.'’ This
was her first teaching assignment. She replaced a teacher

who was well liked by students and parents. As Reed

'3 ,About five hours of observation occurred in the Fall
when the previous teacher was still in charge. Three of
those‘hours were of substitute teachers.

a
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atgempted to reorganize and rearrangé the class to fit her
own style, she was often met with cries from the‘sthaenté
‘that "Mrs. Green (the former teacher) used to ao ceeeo" in,
thgt particular situation. . | | ’
} Regd waé'quité friendly with the étuden?s, spending
.‘¢pnsiderable amounts of time chatting with them. The
observer noted that she ‘was "alternétely stern and warm with
.spudents.ﬁ. She sometimes gave "sharp, public reprimands for
misbehaviQr"‘butywas often "ambivalent and even pl;yful" as
v

qhé disciplined students. Students could challenge her

without fear of harsh retribution,

Students were seated around tables. The teacher

'-frequentiy moved students who she felt were talking too
- much, separating them from each other. During large group
activitiés desks Qere rEarrgnged so that all could see the
chalkboard. ¢

‘Very - little time was spent in mulﬁi-task'activities.’
During‘clasé-task activities, Reed did not éllow students to
‘move about the fbom, though she did allow students ﬁo talk
quietly with those seated close by.. Stddenps had no choice
-in what work they did or when they did their'wérk.

Reed encouraged competition. There were numerous
public contgsts--spell}ng bggs, math'quizzés, and even art
contests. Winners names were posﬁeé on the board and they

received prizes, usually candy.

Along with the students in Bell's class; and those in

the other first -grade CIaif' Reed's students were regrouped
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for a one hour reading period each day. Reed worked with a

middle level group and thejhighest level group.

. ‘ ibson

Gibson‘was a very ordeftly, well organized teacher in
her fifth year of teaching. She had a quiet but firm manner
in talking with students, ‘'rarely having to raise her vbice
to gain student complianee with her wishes. She rarely
threatened students. At the_first'hint of noise or
aisruption, the individuale involved were sanctioned by the
teacher, often in'private. Gibson occasionally yelled at a
student or students. At these times all activity in the
room stopped and all attention was foeesed on. the
disciplinary action. The following reprimena occurred .. -
during a multi-task activity: A

T to Mark who is talking with some otherbetudent:'

Mark, you were here last night until 4:30 gett1ng ,your

work done. 1'd be glad to have you here again ton1ght.

(Everyone ‘else gets qu1et and turns toward Mark as T
says this,)

[

The classroom was designated as an "informal" classroom

.by the school. The chlldren spent nearly 40% of their time

engaged in multi- task act1v1t1es, a high rate compared to
other classrooms in th1s study.) The ;eacher assigned work
whieh was to be finished by certain dates. Studenﬁs could
choose the order ih‘ehich they did_the activities.
Sometimes the etudents could choose among several
algernatives within an assignment, such as picking a topic
for & story or poem. For the most part, howevef{ they had
to do work assigned by the teacher.

' To72 ‘ | ﬁi
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There were four réading_éroups in the classrepm: a high
ané a low group for each grade Tevel. 'Reeding~end léngdage
assignments'were often worﬁed on duriné mulpi—task
activities. Math was assigned by grade fevel and these

assignments also were often worked on during multi-task

i
'

activities.
There were a variety of activity centersharound the
room, One was Q listening center with a e;pe-recorder'and a
varletx of tapes and worksheets. Another was a writing
center w1th ideas or top1cs for dtories a4nd poems. .  The
mater1als in these centers were changed per1od1cally. There
e - L
was a}so a class library with cushions and bean bag chairs.
- . -Students frequenfly worked in these areas during multi-task
'ectivitiegzlva . | ' ' ¢
During class-task and multi-task ectivities students
moved about the feom freely, frequently talking with one
another (though always quietiy). They sat anound tables nut
there were no assigned'seats and students couid change their
seats at any time during tneiday. Several times duringvthe
observation period the teacher‘sepanated stuéents who she
felt were spending too mueh time talking to eech other and
not enough time working. On'a éewgeccasions these students
we{:k;ent to sit by themselves in ﬁhe back of the room.
In general, students interacted wiﬁh their classmates
frequently and freeiy throughout the school day. .However,

most of these interactions were brief and often concerned

work related matters.




Snyder
Snyder was a loud, authoritarian teacher. Students
lived in fear of becomi%g the target of her\wralhxand they
rarely became disorderly. ,In reprimanding students, Snyder
tended to degrade ﬁhem. The followiné episode. occurred .
while she'was-working with a second grade reading group.

Shirley to T:. 1 accidentally left my réad1ng book &t
home.
.Acc1dentally, eh?

T makes several commerdts about br1ng1ng the book back

. tomorrow. T notices that Shirley does' not. have ‘her
workbook either énd asks if she left that at home too.
Shirley says that she did. T gets very angry and o
. begins to yell at her tell1nther that she should never,
take her workbook home.

. T:1t is a school rule... Never take your workbook
home...
The rest of the class sits s1lently durxng this
exchange,
T:You had the same problem last year once. Do.you

- remember what happened?’ .
Shirley shakes her head "no." T tells her that she had
to sit with her head down for the entire reading period
and that is what she will have to do today.

' T:That workbook comes back! If there is one thing done

past page 18 you really are in trouble. That workbook
‘better ‘come back!

T turns to Sam who had been working ahead in his
workbook: What does this man think he 1s doing? 1
don't think you belong in this group. You belong in
Surpr1ses (the f1rst grade group). You don't even
belong in Surprises. How can you go ahead and do the
pages without my explaining what you are to.do? ...and
they are all wrong.

Certain children clearly were favored by the teagher
and she was much friendlier with these students, frequehtly
talking and joking with them. Girls were more apt to be
favored than boys and many of the girls in the class were.in

a‘Brownie troop led by the teacher. Snyder had grown up in

the community and was t@e ;ontemphrary of, and gooé friends

]
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by both parents and students.

these'groups, a middle level group, as well as w1th her

-~

withf'many of thevparents.of her studentsgijespite'
students"apparent fear of her, she seemed to be well liked -

Students w’re seated at round tables. For'most of'the

—~ -

'observatlons there were three f1rst grade tables and three

-second grade tables. One table of second graders and one

table of first graders appeared to be partlcularly favored
by . the teacher.ﬁ Not only d1d she talk and joke w1th these

students more‘than others, but she allowed students from,

_these tables te have a variety of spec1al pr1v1leges such as

tak1ng messages ‘to other teachers or hand1ng out mater1als.n

-~

'Most of the 1nteract10n among students was conf1ned to . {[

4

others seated at the same table. Near the end of the { ,

r -

observation period the teacher_reassigned‘seats‘andﬁfirst

and second graders were seated together‘at some tables.'

o 1 / . - . [ l

There were too few add1t1onal observatlon t1mes to assess

o~ x

the. effects of these changes on the 1nteract1on patterns of
the classroom. There was a library area in éhe rogm and

students were:- occasgonally allowed to go there to read or

]

get books after they f1nlshed their ass1gned work.

The second graders lnaSnyder svclass, along‘wlth the

students 1n the two other second,grade‘classrooms.in the

oo ? @

school, weré regrouped into five reading qroups for a one

. hour’read1ngfper1od each day. | Snyder worked w1th one of

3

o -

f1rst graders dur1ng this perlod " (Each of the other second

grade teachers worked with two’ groups )

~
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' '\'_work or spent t1me color1ng the worksheet.

o o _ 1 A . :
Snyder's students spent virtually no time engaged in

‘multi-task activities. The; spent 37.7% of the school ‘day

engaged‘in claSs-task*ﬁgtivities. The teacher rarely =«

allowed students to move around the classroom during'these

activities.
Children spent considerably more time drawing or

color1ng than 1s 1nd1cated by the breakdown of act1v1ty

structures. There were two, reasons for this.

1) Many of the class<task activities cons1sted of work1ng
-d1tto sheets in math or language. part of these %&Q
_asslgnments usually called for coloring in the sheet

» ‘'when the work was com;lete. As long as more than half

the ch1ldren 1n the class were working on the d1tto,
even if most of them Were colom1ng 1t, the act1v1ty was

-

coded//s an academ1c class task\type. Many ch1ldren_

Gpent relat1vely l1ttle t1me on the academic part of"
‘the work and much t1me color1ng the worksheet.'

2) £h1ldren ‘'were freguently al%owed to color'or draw after
f1n1sh1ng an assignment. Many students f1n1shed the
assigned ‘"task rather qu1ckly and spent the rest of the

act1v1ty time draw1ng.' Other students dawdled over. the
(]

\ N

AN ' : _ R ts
o ) . Schultz
.\As\notedoearlier, SchUltz‘wés a fourth grade teacher

teach1ng second grade for the f1rst t1me and was somewhat:*D

a

‘relusﬁant to have an observer 1n her classroom., At her

N
N

_ request all obsegyat1ons were conducted in the mornings.
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e "~ The pattenﬁ of actiVities'was;basically the same every.
morning. The teacher spent several m1nutes talking about -
the work for the day. This was followed by a br1ef show and

¥
tell per1od ~For the rest of the mofn1ng, most students

, g were engaged in multi- task activities wh1le the teacher took
turns working with reading groups. There were three reading
groups--h1gh m1ddle, and low...Students not in the group
working with the teacher worked on reading, language, and
math ass1gnments; All students wereiassigned the same math -
worh; Students hag a choice in,the order invuhich they did
.their work,fbut little.cholce as to the work.isself. ‘Work
uwas turned in and checked-on a»daily basisl The teacher

:perm1tted ch1ldren to move about freely dur;ng these

.

ct1v1t1es and cons1derable amounts of 1nteract1on occurred
dur1ng observat1on periods.
Schultz tolerated rather high levels of noise and

talk1ng. She repr1manded students when she felt that they -

-were 1nterfer1ng with other s work and not complet1ng their

I

own;work.~ Most»repr1mands were made privately. One of her
N B . .' . ) . . ' . »L o .
' o ‘students had Downs Syndrome. He often seemed restless ‘and

'wandered.about the room;'disturbing other students. Schultz
would talk with him gquietly and attempt to involve-him in a .
‘ ‘ ' : . . :
activity when he became disruptive,

.

¥ h'l Students were seated in rows. Schultz made a number of 4

LR < (

seatipg changes during the twokn}nths‘ofhobservations.

' Once, whenﬁtwo students requested‘a seat change so'that they




[ , -

[

could sit next to one‘another, Schultz agreed to the change.

h [

_Th1s appeared to be a common procedure.‘

In general students interacted freely and’ frequently
yith‘one another. Many of the 1ntEract1ons concerned«worﬁ-
related matters, although there’was avconslderable nﬁmber-oi

non-work related interactions as well. The students seemed

relaxed and happy in the classroom.'

Rizzo

Rizzo. was very'conCErned about order and discipline.
She planned student work schedules for each day and in great‘
detall. She would become qulte upset when h%r rout1de was_ |
d1srupted.' She said that she did not like hav1ng a mult1—-:

' grade& classroom and that she felt overwhelmed having to.

.

| plan for two grade'levels‘ In past years, w1th s1ngle'
graded classes, she d1v1ded her classes 1nto two- or three

.

read1ng groups. She»d1v1ded the students in th1s mult1—vf

graded class 1nto f1ve read1ng groups (two second grade

’

groups and three th1rd grade groups) _ She sa1d that she waSaﬁ,.

concerned that she d1d not have as much t1me to spend w1th

; B

each group as she normally would have,had w1th fewer groups{fﬁ

~ .

She was af/a1d that the students would not be abIe to

complete a £ull year s -work. There was a senSe of o

frant1cness about th1s teacher as she tr1ed to get thrpugh

.

her planned work each day.» .
u\\

ALl work was a551gned by the teacher, Students "had some*ﬁf"

J e e e s

‘ I

'wchdlce as to the order in which they d1d the1r work but nofi

cho1ce as to what work they d1d. Most of thelr read1ng and

‘
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‘language work%were‘assigned in reading groop. Math was -
assigned by grade level.' The students in the reading

groups, deslgnated by color, were posted in the front of the
room and work aSs1gnments were llsted next to the group

v

labels. « - - ‘ S o,

. R1zzo -was constantly repr1mand1ng students for talk1ng - ,

':m1th each other for be1ng out of thelr seats, and for not

v ﬁﬁ'. ,!mh?work1ng | These reprimands were done loudly, somet1mes in an

K

_i1nsult1ng and degrad1ng manner. The folloflng excerpt from

ﬁ;the f1eld notes Is from a’ f1Ve m1nute perlod dur1ng wh1ch .

§

o R1zzo was do1ng a language exerc1se w1th the second graders.
: T is reading words and kxds are ert1ng them in’ a"‘ ;
o workbook l1ke a. spell1ng test but T calls 1t an: . - -
TR exerc1se ;_ S . D Ty . <,j y
TeL T to Roberta Don t look over at her (po1nts to L1sa)
PRI ﬁook hereﬂaat your own. desk ??- -

’

/ She’ g;yes him’a hlnt'and
T to- Paul Don t'tell me:

begans to- say the answef
the answer.e- :

}} do1ng karate now.

Tfto Jerry Turn around and"f

p to Rich: who is sw1nglng has arms a b1t (re lly not'
’ﬂvery much’or ih a disruptive: manner) : What“are you . dolng

now, pract1c1ng your)cursmve7 We dpn t;SW1ng*th1ngs
around g e e i T 4L

T to Paul Where 5" the vowel inj”"
Paul beg1ns 'tor .answer her. '
P:Don't  tell’ me... (The 1mpl1catlon ‘is that he, 1s”to~
wr1te 1t and not say 1t out loud because others w;ll




v

T:Rich, yQu're having trouble aga1n follow1ng
directionsN\toots.... There is no-excuse for this.

T to Phil: Why haven't you done it? You're not
following 'us Did you get to bed late last night? Or
early? :
Phil:l don't " gnow. (This. mumbled,)

T:Were mommy and daddy home? : -
“ Phil:(Nods yes) _ RN
‘T:Then you probably got to bed early.

v
-8

.T Jeff are you asle;p too? Get a nap at 12 00 won)

' Although students were engaged ln mult1 task and class-
task type act1vrt1es for relat1vely large amounts of time,
R1zzo 'did not formally perm1t chlldren to move about the
‘room freely dur1ng these t1mes.' She ‘worked w1th read1ng
groups during these act1v1t1es, bUt-was:constantly )

:'interrupting the reading group to insist that students in

A

the rest of the class~be quiet or sit down.- Never-the-less,

students did engage in'a fair amount of interaction during

. ' .
N ¢ U

these activities. Childreh seated.near one another
frequently talked with each other. Ch1ldren were often out
of the1r-seats, go1ng to the bathroom, gett1ng a dr1nk of

water, getting new mater1al sharpen1ng.penc1ls, etc They

y

 often made contact with other studénts as they went about

‘these tasks.

o The students were seated in rows. All the seécond

)

graders sat on one side of the room and all the third

graders sat on the other. The teacher made very few seat1ng
* changes dur1ng the obseryat1on perlod * 7hé few changes she
;~drdwmakc“were for d1sc1p11ne reasons,lto‘separate children‘

- who she felt were talking~too much or who were bothering
~others. There was an art area with easels in the back of

T T S S B
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~the room and a library uith a rug and.comtortable seating. -

: Students who were flhlShed with the1r ass1gned work were

allowed to go to these areas.

Casey

- Casey's classroom was a multi-graded fifth and sixth

grade.classroom which was'designated as an open classroom by

the school. Casey spent a great deal of time d1scusS1ng
N

problems with- students, 1nd1v1dually and collect1vely

Students spent 13.8% of the schoor%day in large group

information giving activities. Students took an active part
Ly
in discussing rules, plans, conflicts and discipline. 'Once
a week time was specifically set aside ‘to discuss class
: N

problems. To be sure, Casey'maintainedfa high‘leVel of

control over these discussions. However, this was the only .

classroom in which students hadat least:thé“opportunity to

express gr1evances. In other classrooms conflicts were
’

e1ther ignored or ‘dealt with symptomatically and only when

N

they became "d1srupt1ve, The goal of confllct resolut1on

L

in' Casey's classroom was to resolve the~con£l1ctsm In other

ll‘

classrooms the goal of conflict resolution’ was to end'a - .-

o o : ‘ . .
disruption. ‘
N \
Desp1te Casey s attempt at conflict resolutlon ‘she-

LY
spent a cons1derable amount of . t1meﬂrepr1mand1ng students
for‘1mpropﬂrvbehav1or, uSually for talk1ng too loud or for
not working. At one po1nt in the term she déveloped a polnt

system td\ma1nta1n d1sc1 line. Every time a student was

lreprimandéd,he;or shehhad to mark down a polnt on;a‘spec1al

.
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form. The point totals were read off publicly at the end of

the week and those who had less than~a certaan number of
points rece1ved a reward |

Students were seated around tables or desks pushed
together. The teacher made several seat changesiduring the
observation ‘period. She told me that she ‘took students‘w
desires into account in these assignments, but she also

paired or grouped students together ‘who she felt would be

godod for one another (1n terms of work and behav1or) There

was a classroom l1brary with a rug and large cushlons.

Casey's students spent nearly 30% of the1r time engaged

in multi=- task act1v1t1es and just over 25% of their time in

class-task activities. During most of these activities they

were free tonmoue'about the room freely and to interact with

“others.'* The students had weekly a551gnments which had to
" be completed by the end of the day on Fridays. Some of the

'reading'and language assignments varied by reading level.

Students weredassigned math by grade level. Students were
free to choose when they did their‘wori as long as work was
completed by the end of the week.

There were three readtng groups in the class. Most ot

the sixth” graders were in a s1xth grade~group. Most of the

f{fth graders and a few sixth‘graders'were in a fifth grade

group,. and two s1xth graders and two flfth graders were in a.

vfourth grade group. Spellmng words were aé51gned by reading

"4 ,The one exception to this was a da1ly read1ng period
during which“ll students had to read by themselves, ThlS
was coded as a class task act1v1ty. _

/
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'grﬁup. There ‘was a spekling Qwe—tesfiand a final test each
week. ‘The teacher géve the words forball three gr;ups at
:the same time. (For example she would announce "éhe first
- word is..." and then give three’words, therfirst for the
sixth grédeagfoup; the second for the fifth grade group, and
the last for the fourth érade.group.) |

The students interacted frequently with- one ahofﬁer.
Most 6f the time there was a constant bu;z in the classrooml
as various students talked with each other about work,

events in the classroom, and outside interests. - *

-




/ B , . Chapter IV
- 'THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FRIENDSHIP
CHOICES AND INTERACTION TIES

K

The sociometric test, devised by Moreno (1934), has
been used in-one ffrm or another in hundreds, if not
thousands of studies in the investigatﬁon of a wide variety
' o‘ classroom.issues. 'Moreno asked students to indicate the -~
two classmates with whom they would most like éb sit. A
student's social status in the classroom was measurea by the’
number of choices he or she received.: Many variations of

this ‘technigue have since' been used. Childfen‘have been
‘asked to indicate classmates with whom they would like to
work- (in a reading group, math group, class project,
~etc.) and with whom they would choose to play. Students
- have frequently been'askéd to identify their classroom "best
: , » .
friends" or those classmates who they "like."'*® Some forms
Jf the test limit student responses to a pre-set number
while other forms allow students unlimited choices. The aim
of the sociometric test, in all its variations, is to
describe "the feelinés‘ofvthe‘grth members toward each
other with respect to a common criterion” (Gronlund, 1959,
p- 3) . ' ’ ." o
: : v _ .
re, Gronlund argues that, technically, such friendship
questions should not be considered seociometric ones. He
‘calls them "near-sociometric” questions because’ their
"lack of a clear-cut criterion of choice and the -absence
of any implied action would not assure valid responses
(Gronlund, 1959, p. 7).. He acknowledgeg that. such - .
questions can serve useful purposes in Research settings.

In fact, they have been widely used and \interpreted as if
they were true sociometric questijons. , ¢

P
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. Students’ SOC1ometric choices have been used in a
ivariety of ways. Pattern s of choices and mutual ch01ces
are often interpreted as representations of the social
structure of the classroom. Typically this structure has

3|been described as varying along a dimen51on with centrally

structures groups at 'one end and diffusely structured groups

\

at the other end. Centrally structured groups are those in

which a few students, the "stars" receive a large number of
: . ‘ L ] . I
choices while others, "neglectees" and "1solates" receive

few choices. The friendship choices in diffusely structured

groups ate mare evenly dispersed. There are few Stdrs and
few neglectees,and isolates in these groups (Schné/i; 1963).
Many studies have looked for relationships between "

studentsu'statuses, s'measured by the number of choices
received, and other” characteristics of the students. For

?wﬁ&wéﬁample, status has been related to 1ntelligence (Deitrich,
1964; Roff and Sells, 1965), nurturance giving (Moore and\
Updegraff 1964), and birth order (Sells and Roff, 1964)
Still other: studies have looked at factors that migéf change

low status students' social position in the classroom. For’

example, Retish (1973) explored the effects of positive,_

public reinforcement to low status students by teachers. Mj\'

"éome studies have related patterns of friendship /

i

choices to other characteristics of the classroom peer
.group- Muldoon {1955) related patterns of liking to group
cohesiven@ss. Schmuck- (1963) related patterns: of centrality

and diffusenessato the amount of p051t1ve groupfaffect.\\\‘
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-, Some recent stud1es exam1ned various classroom factors
which might affect the soc1al structure of the peer group as
measured by a sociometric questionnaire. Hallinan (1976) «
'compared the patterns of friendship choices in open and
traditional'classrooms.‘-Hallinan and Tuma (1978) examined
the effects of various types of 1nstruct1onal organization
on the stability pattern of classroom friendships. Hansell,
Tackaberry, and Slavin (1981) explored the effects of.
cooperat1on 3nd compet1t1on on the structure of student

cl1ques. Hansell dhd\Slav1n (1979) studied ‘the’ effects of

Y
i

cooperat1on OR cross-race fr1endsh1ps.

/

Most of the stud1es wh1ch have asked quest1ons about
, r1endsh1p or liking have assumed at least implicitly,- that
\fithﬁents cho1ces 1nd1cate\past3andvfuture interaction |
patterns. Hallinan (1976) eXpllcitly made this assumption.
Shelstated that‘fthe single most important factor affecting'
.the‘formation and development of friendshig among children
is the amount of interaction in which theylengage." She
argued that open. classrooms, where children are permitted to
engage in high levels of interaction, would lead to patterns
of friendship choice different from those found in
‘traditional classrooms, where interaction;among children is
limited. She measured the ir1endsh1p choices and a:sumed
that mutual fr1endsh1p cho1ces were the result of
interaction between pairs of students. She did not measure
direct}y'rates of imteraction'between students who chose one

1! AN
another. " ' _ .
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e . In other studies (Hansell and Slavin, 1979; for .
P ‘

‘example), ,chlldren in some exper1mental groups were induced
to cooperate with one another while children in other groups
were 1nduted to Com te with one another. _The researchers
measured the effects of these cond1t1ons by asking the
children to 1nd1cate their best §r1ends. The1r implicit

.assumption was that children would continue to interact with
those whom they have designated as best friends. The goal )
of th1s type of research is to look for ways to change : SN
1nteract1on patterns in classrooms. *Again, the children’'s
actual patterns of interaction were not'exam1ned.

only a fe¥ studies have directly compared students'
responses on sociometric tests with their interaction
patterns.'® Byrdf(1951) asked £ourth graders to indicate
whom they would prefer as fellow actors in a classroom play.

o | Over the next two months each student had the'opportunjty to

S o actuall& choose classmates and to put on a short Pplay with

¢

them. The correspondence between cho1ces made as a response
®» ~

to Byrd s initial question and actual cho1ces were guite
high. Both acts involve ch01ces wh1ch do not have to be

.rec1procated and in which those chosen have lxttle 1nfluence 4‘. .

el

in the process. Furthermore, the exper1menter ensured that

,the ‘choosers had opportun1t1es to actually 1nteract with
1
o : "t “There are a number of studies which related peer
evaluations to other behaviors. Winder and Wiggins
| (1964),for example, studied the congruence of reputation
| . . -overt behavior. Bonney (1955), and Bonney and Powell
N i - (1953) related students' sociometric status to various
' - observed social-behaviors such as conforming behavior,
smiling, cooperative- behavior and voluntary contr1but1ons
to group act1v1t1es. -

. . ' " : /
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those chosen. In non-experiment&l situations most

s .

. . S . C . L s
interactions involve a measure'of choice on the part of all

4 )
|
!

concerned. Also, there are many constra1nts in most

.classrooms which l1m1t the amount of 1nteract1on between twb
students who feel fr1endsh1p with one another and who would

®

like to 1nteract with each other. ‘Therefore, Byrd's study/

" -

is of limited value in oomparjng friendship choices and

behavior under eveéryday classroom circumstances.
N / : *

3

'Singleton and Asher (1977) compared sociometric dat

"and observations of‘actual interactions in their~resear h on

»A

cross-race and cross-—sex fr1endsh1p and 1nteractxon

s

patterns. The socqometrlc ratings for preferred play and

work partners were conslstent'with the observational ata in

the ‘sense that proport1ons of children choosing cros -race

and cross-sex partners were s1m11ar to proportions

ctually

engaging in cross-race and cross sex 1nteract1oﬂs / A major
1

data

Fad

“were compr1sed of simple counts compar1ng cross-race to

limitation of th1s study was that the observat1on

same-race 1nteract1ons and cross-sex to same sex

interaction.. No attempt was made to determ1ne

.

hether or

not the specific children who made cross-race #nd cross-sex

partner choices ever interacted with those pafticular

[

partners, s

ed individual

4

-

1 have found only one study that compa
13V A . at
children's sooiometricfcnoices to actual interaction

patterns. 'Biehler (1954) compared kindergartenc®hildren's .
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actually played. He found a high correspondence between
children's first choice play partners and their actual
playmates. He found little relationship between of the
children's next four choices of play partnérg and actual
‘playmatés.

The relationship between friendship choices as
-indi;ated on a sociometric instrument and actual interaction
partners, then, is largely unexplored. Yet, ‘'this 1is a
crucial link. Here-to-fore it has been assumed that
sociometric stars interact with a wide variety of others,
and that sociometric isolates are behaviorl; isolated, at
least as far as positivé relationships with 'other children
are concerned. It has been assumed that because boys and
girls rarely choose each other as fr;ends that they rarely
have positive interactions with each other. It has been
assumed that when black and white children begin to nominate
each other as friends that they have and will continue to
have positive relationships with each other in their
classrooms.

1f, in fact, friendship choices and interaciion
patterns are nearly synonymous, as has been assumed, the act
of collecting data about social structure and interpreting
such data is made guite simple. Indeed, one reason.for the
wide use of sociometric tests is that they are a relatively
guick and inexpensive way to gather large gquantities of
data. (Thé,assumption that choices and interaction are

similar makes interpretation of sociometric data rather

89




'responses to. soc1ometr1c questlons mean’ They probabiy'do

!

straight forward. Soc1ometr1c status can be determlned by

~how many cholces children rece1ve, and this can be l

correlated with any number of other factors.:

.

But what 1f fr1endsh1p cholces do not always 1nd1cate
ch11dren s. actual 1nteractlon partners’ What then, do the
measure aspects of status in the classroom ‘and can be used .

as one d1mens1on in- descr1brng the social structure of the

i

‘peer group. But they cannot be used as the sole bas1s for

@

-‘descrlblng soc1al structure. The ch1ld who receives many

fr1endsh1p cholces but does not interact with very many

others 1s 1solated The child who rece1ves few cho1ces but

has’ pos1t1ve relatlonshlps with ‘many other ch11dren is not

,1solated, and the label of soc1ometr1c 1solate is Co.

o o .

'.m1slead1ng R S L L,

‘In Chapter I of th1s report, I d1scussed some reasons

why ch11dren s 1nteractlons thh peers,are classroom
b

behav1ors worth studying. As children interact with others

- they receive nurturance and support ﬁeédback on their ideas

and behav1or, and have access to resour s ‘and help If.
responses to soc1ometr1c questlons do not correspond to;
interactlons, they are not useiul for‘explorlng these
1ssues. e ' - | B "y ' l R
The - relatlonshlp between fr1endsh1p cho1¢es.and
interaction is probably dynamic. Ch11dren are ll%QlY to
view others w1th whom they have frequent. non negatlve

interactxons as friends.-y}hey also are llkely to seek out

90 : y ‘ “ b S ' o

38




o . o "qv“%tf“ ; R
.friends for 1nteractlon. Interact1on leads to fr1endsh1p,
and fr1endsh1p 1eads to further 1nteractlon. I w1ll-not
Jattempt to separate cause and effect. In the follow1ng
sections of: th1s chapter I will: (1) descr1be the
‘ correspondence between fr1endsh1p ch01ces as 1nd1cated on a
soc1ometr1c instrument and actual patterns of 1nteract1 n;
“iand (2) d1scuss factors khlch lead to a greater.

correspondence between these two measures 1n some‘classﬁroms‘
‘than in others., . | | %
"&

THE CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN" FRIENDSHIP ‘
- CHOICES AND INTERACTION TIES

Measures of fr1endsh1p choices and 1nterbctlon.

Students were g1ven a l1st of the1r classmates ‘and asked to
1nd1cate who were "best frlends," "fr1ends" a d "not a
Jfr1end " Students 1n four classrooms were then asked, o
(fﬁho»are your two very best friends in your class?" 'These
friendship choices were obtained during the spring after
 most of the_classroom'obserQations had been completed. Not
all students were intervieged{and thus*it:was not‘possible'
to obtain friendship-choices from all the students in any
~classroom. A value of 1 was assigned to "not'a friend"
choices, 2 to "friend" choices,vﬁ to "best friend" choices
‘and 4 to "very bestvfriend"_cboices. For much of This o
‘analysis "best fri nd"'and’“very best friend" choices have

been collapsed intp)the "best friend" category. This was .

', ‘The 1nterviewers read each name on the list to the
students in the primary grades. The fifth and sixth grade
students read the names themselves.

Coe gs
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. done so.that_the foor classrooms in'whith the'ﬁVery best
L 'friend" data were obtained could be compared with the rest
.of'the Cl%ssrooms.lf'i o R
| Theimeasore of interaction uged in this study is the
various strength ties stbdents had‘with one another{%!. iny.
rn-classroom interactions were. counted, 'Ties between two 3

students.Could range in strength_from 0 to B. A value of 0

means that‘the studentsvhad virtually no interaction'withv

W

one - another dur1ng the observat1on perlods. A value of 8

1hd1cates that both students had 15% or more of all their
',non-negative 1nteractlons with one.another. All .
correlations reported here;are based on the complete 0
through 8 scale of t1es. However; in the-two-way tablesA
.showlng relat;onsh1p between £r1endsh1p choices and ties,
\Ly—;)tles with values of 1 through 4 have been comb1ned into a

"weak t1e" category, and ties w1th values of 5 through 8

have been ‘combined into a'"s trong tie" category.

~ Correlations between fr1endsh4p cho1ces .and 1nteract1on
tlgs. The correlat1on between fr1endsh1p choices and |
1nteract1on ties for students in all the classrooms is
.28, . Although this is a stat1st1ca11y significant
> ~Eﬁrelationship (p< .01), it does not indicate a particularly

-strong relationship between the two measures. Knowing the.

?ﬂ. A complete discussion of t1es, how ‘they were
calculated, and what they mean can be found in Chapter
111, :

. "Very best friend" and "best fr1end" cholces were
combined for this correlation. When the "very best
.friend" choices, which were obtained in only four of the
classrooms, ‘are kept separate from the "best friend"

."choices the correlation is .30, .

1uy




TABLE IV-1

' CORRELATIONS BETWEEN FRIENDSHIP CHOICES AND TIES -

t

Correlations between

‘Correlations between

ties and choices:

.Teacher ties and choices: not a friend, friend,
: not--a friend, friend, best friend, two very
' best .friend: ‘ best friends

Caeey .50 .56
Schultz " .39 .46
Warren -;37 ~-—%
, Gibson ' ;.26 -——x
Rizzo .23 21

: Voo s l e TN v 1
Reed v © .18 . —-%

SR £ S ' o
" Snyder ‘ .16 o .20
Bell 07 T e
A1l | |

»Class;ooms : o .28 '

““Children in these classrooms were‘not asked to indicate
their two very best friends.

value of one measure only explains about 8% of the variance

in the other measure.

choice of another is not very informative about how much

Knowing .one student's friendship'

interaction the tﬁo students had with one another.

There was con51derable variation among the classrooms
in the strength of the correlations between fr1endsg1p
choices and interaction t1es. Table IV-1 shows this
correlation for each classroom. The correlations presented

in the flrst column exclude the wo™ery best friends"

Ua




'relationship, 56 for Casey's students when using the'"two s

'patterns #“

‘ question from the calculations, while the second column

includes it. 1In three of the classrooms,_knOWing the

children's chOices of tw0'very best friends slightly

limproves the correlations, while in one. classroom the

ke

correlation is slightly lower.

The correlations range from virtually 0 in Bell's

classsroom to .50 in Casey' s. Even the strongest-

very ‘best friends question, indicates considerable

variations between actual interactions and friendship

" choices. Because the correlations do vary so much by

classroom and because they are so low in some classrooms,

responses to qﬁestions_aboUt friendship should never

'automatically be used as indications of interaction

Q.

An examination of two-way tables leads to a better

- understanding of the relationship betneen/ﬁxizndship choices

and interaction ties than can be achieved by simply
examining the correlations of the two measures.

Two—way tables. Table 1V-2 shows the proportion of

children who had strong, weak and no ties with those '

classmates they designated, respectively, as "best friends,"

"friends," and "not a_friend." Overall, students had strong
ties with only 28.8% of their "best friends.” They had no

ties Wlth 47.8% of those whom they said were best. friends,

20

. Preliminary data analysis 1in the few classrooms in
which the friendship choices of most of the students were
obtained indicates ‘that knowing mutual choices only.
slightly improves the prediction of interaction.

I

- | ' §4




€3

TABLE 1V-2

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS WHO HAD STRONG, WEAK AND NO TIES
"~ WITH THOSE THEY DESIGNATED ‘AS
"BEST FRIEND," "FRIEND," AND "NOT A FRIEND"

f "Beéi Friend” ﬁFriend" - "Not a Friend”
MTeachér k Nof Weak 'Strong No Weak_. Strong No Weék Strong
Tie Tie‘ Tie~: Tie Tie Tie Tie Tie Tie

Casey 21.5% 17.7%  60.8% 64.9% . 27. 03 8.1% | 80.2%8 17.2% 2.6% i
Schultz 38.8  22.5  ags | 7207 18,2 e |78 17.2 0 4.7

‘Warren 29.2 ' 33.8  37.0 | 64.4  27.2 8.4 | 71.8 - 21.8 6.5

Gibson .4 32.3 313 | el 27.0 . 11.9 | 69.6  18.3  12.2
~ Rizzo 63.9  12.6 23.5 | 80.1  11.5 - 8.3 81.8  18.2 0.0

Reed 58.0 .16.0  26.0 | 69.2  18.2 12.6 | . 74.6  17.9 7.5

Snyder 68.9  11.8 19.3 | 73.6  11.8 14.5 | 96.6 0.0 3.4

Bell 59.9  25.9 14.2 | 34.8 3.3 25.6 | 61.8  30.9 7.3 -
ALl 1 , | B k - 1u;
Classrooms | 47.8%  23.4%  28.8% | 67.7%  22.4% 9.9% [ 75.4% 18.7% 5.9%

v




The relationship between best friend éhoicgs and ihté;adiidn
ties was particularly weak in four of the classfgoms--
Rizzo's, Reed's;,deder's, and Bell's. Students in these Lo
classrooms had no ties with some 60% or more of their "best
friends."‘ Students in Casey's class were the only ones who
showed a high correspondence between best friend cdqices and
interaction- ties. They had strong ties with 60.8% of their
designated best friends. Even so, they had no ties with
just over 20% of tBOSe who‘they said were best friends.

Even when students were asked to indicate their two
very best classroom friends, they did not necessariiy chdose )
others with whom they had hlgh ratéds of 1nitlass interaction
(see Table I1V-3). Rizzo's and Snyded! students had no. ties-
with a large proportlon of those they said were "very best
friends." On the other hand Schultz's and Casey s students
did have strong ties with many of their "very best friends."

Overall students had strong ties with 52.2% of their very

best friends and no ties with 33.9% of their Lery best
friends. |

It is worth reiterating at this poinf that interaction
ties are only indicative of within‘classroom rates of

iﬁteraction; Students can interact with "best friends" in

other sett1ngs~-on the playground, in the lunchroom, in gym,

" or at home. The data presented here show only that students.

do not have high rates of interaction in their classrooms Q

'with many of their classmates who they say are best friends.

L 1995




r TABLE IV-3

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS WHO HAD STRONG, WEAK, AND NO TIES
 WITH THOSE THEY DESIGNATED AS "VERY BEST FRIENDS"

J/

. : "Very Best Friend"
Teacher - — .
No Tie Weak Tie .Strong Tie

Casey 1. 14.6% coo12.2% o 73,2%
Schultz 18.2 4.5 77,3
Rizzo |- 63.3 20,0 16.7
Snyder, 45.5 " 18,2 ‘ 36.4
All Four |

Classrooms 33.9% 13.9%. 52.2%

D

If a student said that a classmate was a "best friend'

it is difficulﬁ to predict how much interaction there had

9

been between the twd étudents. However if a student said

that another student was- "not a friend," or even a "friend;"

there is a good chance that the two stud ts had 1ittle or

no in- c;lass, non- negatlve 1nteractlofw1th e an'other.‘

Students had no ties with 67.7% of those who they said were
% »

"not a friend."”

Table I1V-4 shows the proportion of students who said

they were "best frieAds," "friends," and "not a friend" with

those classmhtes with whom they had, respectively, strong,
weak, and no ties. The §tudents‘said that they were best

friends with more than 60% of those with whom they had
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. TABLE 1

V- 4

PROPORTION OF FRIENDSHIP CHOICES - OF CLASSMATES WITH WHOM
STUDENTS HAD STRONG, WEAK, AND NO TIES '

.

<

Strong Tie ‘Weak Tie Ale Tie
Teacher [Not a Best {Not a ~ Best |Not é Best
. Friend Friend Friend|Friend Friend Friend|Friend Friend Friend.
Casey 6.5% 31.2% 62.3%| 26.0% 63.0% {11.0% 42.4%  52.9%  4.7%
Schultz | 6.5 26.1 67.4 | 20.8 45.3 34.0 | 28.2 s54.2 17.6
Warren 9.3  24.4 ‘*66;3 18.4  46.3 ;'35,4 30.2 54.6 15.3
Gibson 12.6 26.1 61.3 | 13.4 42.0 44.6 ,zé.q '4qh4 " 25.6
Rizzo 0.0 317 68.3 | 15.4. 46.2 8.4 | 11.8 54.8  33.4
Reed . 13.2 sz.e}v 34.2 | 24.5 9.2 16.3 | 26.5 - 58.2 15.3
‘Snyder 2.1 33.3 64.6 | 0.0 0.6  59.4 12.7 36.8 50.4
Bell 9.3 25.6 65.1 17,2 31.3 51.5 | 14.6 34.8 50.6
All - o L
Classrooms| 8.2% 29.8% 62.0%| 18.1% 46.8% 35.1%] 25.4% 49.4% 25.1%

2y



strong ties, whxle they saxd they were "not a-friend"&rith

1

only 8. 2% of those with whom they had strong ties.

[

: ff _ These data 1ndxcate thﬁ% children feel that they are
(//ﬁ\\\£r1ends, and usually best friends, with those with whom they

o

- have high rates of interactxon. But, they also see
themselves as being frxends-and best friends ﬁith;many other
children in their classrooms, children with whom they have

~little or no fh-classréom interaction. This means that

responses to-questxons about whom students like, or whom
thexr friends are, are not good 1nd1cators of classroom
intgraction patrerns. They are not very informative about
peer networks ih the class m. |

* ' FACTORS WHICH AFFECT THE RELATIONSHIP OF

: FRIENDSHIP CHOICE AND TIES

Wwhat accounts for the relatively weak relatiénghip

between friendshipgchoice and ihreraction ties? What

;iaccounts fdr the fact,that fhis relationship is markedly

! stronger in some classrooms than in others? 1 will argﬁe

that the answers lie primarily in understandxng how actxvxty

structures and the teachers seating rules, (and teacher

,,enforcement of those rules) affect the opportunities
students have to interact witH5one’gnother fh their
claésrooms. Before discussing these issues I vill note two
other factors which might\hpcépnt for some of'thg variation

in the strength of the correlations between fr}QQ\

~choice and interaction ties. ~
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e TABLE IVS S
AVERAGE NUMBERS OF "BEST FRIEND" CHOICES ;: s
L : AND STRONG TIES Sy /}4 . R
Corrélat;on'Of‘; T U o
= . friendship Average number Average numbern ./
Teacher choices and ~ of "best friend" of strong ties: /!
v ' 1nteract10n t1es choices R _ A
Casey . .50 a3 o390 o
' - Schultz «- - .39 . 6.7 - 3.8
. - . Warren = . ‘-37u7lf7;f : g
" ' Gibson | 'ef';;2€7hf-l éi “
. - : oy ) Teh R‘
RiZZO s M ;
SR R SR
bSnyder‘ | C .16 | / *
The data presented in Table,LV‘Z’ IV- and IV -4
/ - N .
1nd1cate that the- low correlatlons stem from the fact that
chlldren nomlnate a number of others as best . fr1ends w1th
whom they d@ not 1nteract. Var1at10ns in the strength of
:these correlatlons could occur because chlldren in some’
oY 'classrooms nom1nate many more best fr1ends than do children
~ "in other clagsrooms and yet have the same (or fewer) numbers .
of. strong~ties as-do:the children in the-other classrooms. .
Table IV~5 shows the average number of "best fr1ends
. choices and “the average number of strong t1es students had '
’ in each plassroom, In the classrooms w1th the. lower "

’ N
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sorrelations children did tend to nominate larger numbers of
'others as best friends and they did tend to have fewer

<h strong ties than did the children in the classrjgmg F th

: higher corr lations. S T
' . S \. -
o . It is d fi ult to’ account for the. difference in the

Lnumbers'of\best friend choices. There,mightvbe_a strong

"norm of friendship in some'classrooms. "We are all‘good

friends here" may be a message conveyed to them by their

.'(\ teacher or principal. It may be that children in some
Q : 'classrooms do perceive large numbers of other children in‘ |
T the class as their best friends even if they have no /‘

L interaction with them. And, of course, children may well be
'interacting with'manyiof'those designated as best friends .
koutside of their classrooms. Whatever. the case, it is still

"not clear why children have very low rates of in class
interaction with many of-theechildren_whom they identify“as
their b;st friends. |

Another factor which might'account for the relatively
high correlation between- friendship choices and interaction

/
ties for Casey s students is the older age of these

\

: children.> This is the only upper elementary level classroom
.in the study.: The friendship choices of older children
might be a more accurate guide to interaction patterns than
are those of younger'children.‘ There is some.evidence for
T this in ptevious works. Gronlund (1959) notes that stud}esi

have shown that soCiometric results are more stable for

older children. In addition, he claims that younger
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_fchlldren make 11tt1e d1scr1m1natlon beyond the1r f1rst -
.cholce. It is poss1ble that‘older ch11dren are more'

,d1scr1m1nat1ng and accurate in their 1nd1catlons of best

' 1

fr1ends.' It also is pos51ble that younger'chlldren do

percelve many others as their best fr1ends.' But, after

v

tyears of schoollng in wh1ch 1nteractxons in: the1r classrooms

’axe 11m1ted to certain others, they onIy see those certain

others as the1r best fr1ends.'f - - o

- Of theﬁﬁeur major factors affect1ng 1nteractron--|

‘%opportunlty,slnterest, v1s1b111ty, and reward structure (see -
;‘the 1nteractlon model in Chapter II)--opportunlty for
'1nteractlon.se3ms\\o have the greatest effect in 11m1t1ng
~children's 1nteractlon with those 1dent1f1ed as’ best

friends. ,Ip the extent that ch11dren are phys1cally

separated from‘"best fr1ends" and to the extbnt that

movement in the classroom is restr1cted students will be

X\/“

Junable to 1nteract with at least some of their "best

fr1ends. E Act1v1ty structures, seat1ng arrangements and
rules about "stay1ng in your seat" (and the1r enforcement)
are the key var1ables affectlng opportunlty for 1nteractlon.

Even when ‘children have many opportunities to 1nteract

with whomever they llke, they. will not necessarily choose to

interact with best friends. The students in Glbson S

classroom'probably had the most opportun1t1es to 1nteract

'with whomever they chose, yet the relatlonshlp between

fr1endsh1p choices and 1nteractlon ties was.not as high in

'y

this classroom as in some others. "For' a var1ety of reasons
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Afstudents 1n thls classroom often 1nteracted wlth others for,
. ‘the purposes of glV1ng and rece1vzng academ1c help._ They

‘d1d not necessarlly seek out best fr1ends for such help, but

4

vrather sought others who were in the best pos1t1on to g1ve

them help. Aspects of the reward structure countered the

‘effects of opportun1t1es for 1nteract1on and l1m1ted the

relatlonsh;p between fr1endsh1p cholces and 1nteractlon

‘btles. In chapters \ and VI on read1ng groups and patterns
'-;of 1nteract1on, I w1ll concentrate my d1scuss1on on factors
'-:!whlch make 1nteract1on among certa1n ch1ldren more llkely.

fIn the next sect1ons of th1s chapter I focus pr1mar1ly on

.factors which tend to constra1n 1nteractlon.

Act;v14y Structures.~ Ch1ldren havevthe mostichoice of

.1nteraét1on partners dur1ng act1v1t&es wh1ch allow them to

,move freely around the room. Presumably, they could choose

to 1nteract w1th“others whom they feel are the1r best

4

vfr1ends.. Free t1me, mult1 task act1v1t1es, and non- academ1c

7class task act1v1t1es g1ve students the most freedom of

movement.. In the classrooms in wh1ch ch1ldren spend more-
time-engaged 1n these %!p_d/éf act1v1t1es there should be a
stronger relatlonsh1p between fr1endsh1p choices and
1nteractlon t1es than in classrooms where they spent less
t1me 1n these act1v1t1es.

Dur1ng free t1me activities children.have almost

complete freedom to interact with whomever they'chose. The

o~

" free time activity category includes both outdoor recess and

in~class free time. However, lnteractibns'during outside
112
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in- class free time perlods were recor ed and were 1ncluded

frecess were not recorded and were not 1ncluded 1n the

measurement of 1nteract1on t1es. The 1nteractlons dur1ng

‘in determin1ng t1es.u S1nce ch1ldren‘1n all thefclassrooms "

spent about the same amount of t1me in outs1de recess,_"

differences 1n the amounts of free t1me.act1v1t1es
represents d1fferences in the amounts of in- class free t1me.
Sy v
Ch1ldren were d01ng a varlety of th1ngs durlng multi-

. task act1v1t1es arid had (or found) many reasons to move

about the1r classrooms. Students often moved around the1r

1

classrooms gett1ng books, hand1ng in- mater1al gett1ng new

;_work, gettmng folders with study mater1als, go1ng to the

, 'bathroom, or jUSt getting a dr1nk of water. - 0On the1r way to

or from (usually to and from) such tr1ps, they often made

‘contact with chlldren in many parts of the room. Some

children took rather circuitous routes on the1r journeys so
that they could talk with several fr1ends. In some of the ,
classrooms children also moved about ask1ng for help from
one another dur1ng mult1 task act1v1t1es.

"All of the classrooms had a llbrary area and several
classrooms had learn1ng centers of one sort or another.
During multi- task act1v1t1es small groups of chlldren pften
gathered in these areas. Thus, students had‘the opportunity

to gather with friends who were not seated close to them.

Pr

i, Help1ng behav1or was discouraged in some of the.
classrooms, while it was tolerated in others. 1In none of
the classrooms did teachers generally encourage students
to help one another, although occasionally one child was
assigned to help another._ .

/.
-
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| Quietitalking and walking about the room\to talk»with:
others iscnot'particularly'disruptiVejtoethgkclass. Many of
the teachers alloﬁed.the'chiidren to engage in at least low
levels of such 1nteractlons during a large proport1on of
Co ”multl task act1v1ty time. But even when a teacher did not
| Jperm1t the students to 1ntera¢t|£reely dur1ng multl‘task
activities, the nature of multi- task act1v1t1es made 1t
difficult to~en£orce such rules. As chlldren-wandered about
the robm for the1r various "task- related“ reasons, they
’would.contact others. The teachers attention was usually
focused elsenhere-fhelprng 1ndrv1dual children,epreparingf
.material.for anothervlesson,'or,smore freqoentiy. working
'_with‘a‘reading groupr- ) )
, ; : oSome students‘ movements were more‘restricted than
| others. Chlldren whom teachers felt had trouble finishing
b the1r work vwere often watched more carefully than the1r
'classmates,a In general, teachers curta1led interactions
lm;"_nhich’hecame noisy. Some students were noisier than others
. Vano received hore reprimands doring @plti-task activities.
|  Students had considerablekfreeoom of ‘movement during

T

non-academic class-task activities. Compared to their

" behaviors during academic class-task activities, teachers

were more relaxed and vere not nearlytas concerned about
keeping stuoehts "on task." During‘art activities, the most

, comnon non-academic class-task activities, students wandered:
around the roolm and talked with each other QUite freely.
There also was consiéerable movement about the room getting
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art ‘supplies or cleaning up. Thus, children had mény
bpportuhitjes-;o:intéract with a wide variety of others
during these. act1v1t1es. | | |
Act1v1t1es during wh1ch at least some children were
4fo£mally grouped,,tended to limit the interaction
possibilities for and with those in the group. This was
trus even during:multi-task achivitiés. Therefbre, grouping
children during a multx task actxvlty inhibited ch1ldren s
freedom to-choose‘1nteract1on partners. Grouping by ability
(or .achievement) and grade level in multi-graded classrooms
were, by far, the most common bases for grouping studehts.
Table IV-6 shows the proportion of timé}in each |
fclassrdom devoted to activities'éuring which children were
most frée to 1nteract with others of their own choosing.
The table also shows the proportion of time spent 1n
4activities during which some of the children were grouped.
In the classrooms Which_hadlthe highest proportions of
ac;ivities allowing-freeddm of movement children'were most
able to interact wifh others designated as best friends. In'
Gibsoh‘s-and Rizzo's'classrooms the high proportion'of
activities which usually allow students many'obportunities
“to interact with many others, was cohnterbaianced by a high

proportion of activities during which children were Qrouped.

Students engaged in,group work with the teacher are

unavailable for interaction wii@ other members of the class.
In Gibson's classroom, children were engaged in multi-task <r"\

activities for nearly 40% of the time. However, during 60%
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"PABLE ‘1V-6

PROPORTION OF TIME SPENT IN VARIOUS ACTIVITIES

i

Proportion of
time spent in

Proportion of
time spent in

Proportion of
time spent in

Proportion of

‘time spent in

.activities

' Teacher R ‘|  multi- k non-academic activities during which
: - activities class-task allowing free students are
activities movement gtougfd
Casey .50 28.3% ", 0.0 za.a%v 13.3%.
Schultz [\.39 | 24.1* -4-*  24.1% ——*
Warren .37 15.4 3.3 18.7 21.9
‘Gibson | .26 38.9 *0.0 38.9 36.2
Rizzo | .23, 18.6 5.9 23,5 49.7
" Reed , .18 1.4 - 14.0 : 7, ’ 15;4 - 17.5 ]
Snyder .16 2.0 8.1 .10.1 . 32.1
Bell .07 0.0 3.7 3.7 12.3

*Observations were limited to mornings
calculate the proportion of time spent
indications are that they were similar

liv

in this classroom. It was impdssible,to
in different activities, although the
to those in Warren's classroom. '

‘
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of this time the teacher was working with a group.‘ In

1

Rizzo's classroom children spent just under 20% of their
time engaged in multi-task activities. The teacher'woried
with small groups during Virtually all of that time. |

Proxlmity and teacher enforcement of rules. One

.component of opportunity for interaction is proximity.

Children are more likely to interact with others who are
seated close to‘them than'witn»thosevseated relatively far -
away. Teachers assigned seats to students in seven of the
eight classrooms. In some classrooms the seatlng
arrangement was cbanged frequently (every couple of weeks),
while in others it was'rarely changed. 1In the classrooms in

which seating arrangements were changed frequently, children

,a

‘sat near many classmates over a period of several months.

Children in these classrooms had the opportunity to interact 

with a wider, selection of classmates than did the children
in the classrooms with unchanging seating.'

The extent to which prox1m1tyg7p an important factor
influenc1ng with whom students are ikely to interact,
varies depending on the types of actiVities in which ’
students engage. As. 1 have shown, the activity structure
can strongly affect students' freedom of movement. When
students are allowed to move about the classroom freely.
seating arz:ngements become less important in determining

likely interaction partners than when students are

restricted to their assigned seats.
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. TABLE 1V-7

. " SEATING AND MOVEMENT
Amount of Movement,
: Tolerated during
Teacher . . Seating - Multi-Task and
' - '~ Class-Task
t Activiti?s
/ﬂ\ Casey - Assigned high
Changed Frequently - o
Schultz  Assigned - ~_ high
- Several changes
during observations
Warren | Assigned v ‘ f.high
: Changed Frequently ,
Gibson Children chose own seating ' high

and free to change
whenever they chose

“_~Rizzo Assigned low
Few Changes N

Reed Assigned ” _ low
’ Few Changes ' :

Snyder Assigned low
Few Changes

Bell " Assigned | low
' S Few Changes ’

~.

A

Despite activity structure, the teachers in this study
varied in the amount of movement they tolerated. Some
teachers permitted children to move about freely during
multi-task and clasgrfask activities, including academic
class-task activities. Other teachers attéﬁpted to restrict

_
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merment~during all-t§pes of activities, incloding during
~multi-task activities.» | | ) | ;

Table 1V-7 shows which teacherS'permitted moVement
durlng class task and multi- task act1v1t1es and also shows
’frequency of seating changes in each classroom. Once aga1n,
it appears that in the classrooms where children were ‘able ,
'to move about'relatiVely freely, reoorted friendships were
more similar to actual 1nteractlons than 1n classrooms where
movement was restricted. Also,‘1n the classropms where there
were freguent seating changes, children's friend hip choices
were more.congruent with whom they did interact[ihan were
those of children in classrooms where seating changed

=

infrequently.

CONCLUSIONS
;(:/& ““When students had the opportunity to interact w1th

t

whomever they}chose, they were likely to interact with

others identified as iendg. The relationship between

friendship choices and I ion ties was stronger im
classrooms in which students spent time endaged-in
activities allowing movement around the room ano in which
teachers permitted tree movement.

These findings make it possible to explain why the
correspondence between choice Pnd ties was relatively low in

L3

all classrooms. Activities which were most likely to allow
" freedom of movement accounted for less than one-half of the
time in any classroom. In most classrooms these activities

accounted for less than one-third of the school day. None

) R




of the teachers permitted children complete freedom of
movement during these activities. In seven of the
v classrooms child;en were assigned seats, and large portions
of their time in school was spent in those seats; thus
limiting interaction parﬁnérs. ﬁIt is understandableiyhy
children have virtgally no in-class interactidn’withbkéﬁy-of

Y \
A
the children they identify to be best friends. What is

\

.surprising is that, despite all the restrictions on them,

they see so many of their classmates as best friends.

.The basic finding of this section may seem obvious.
' ) ._ ‘ 3 .
When children are allowed to interact with whomever they

choose, they tend to interécs with their friends. There

are, hbwever, several important iﬁplications here.
m{he findings'mgan that the relationship between ihte
and‘friendsﬁip is not a simple one. 'Cﬁildrenfdo not
--;elatiﬁély positive ways as their friends. ‘Andl they se
mény children aé'friends, even though they do not ihterac
‘ - with them at all in their claésrooms. |
Second, activity structures do make a différence.in £h
patterns of interaction. More will be said about this in
féllowihg chapters. .The point to be made here is that
activity structures must be taken into account when
examining patterns of interaction. | w
! fhird,‘classroom practices such as assigning seats and
changing agsignments frequently,.dan strongly affect with

ﬂwhom‘chil@ren are able to int®ract.

Q . . ’ " lL‘/




The'points distussed here also indicate that thinking

about opportunity for interaction as a combination of

: reedom of movement is a useful approach.

proximity a

In the nexf two chapters I will exam1ne the effect of

reading greup and sex on interact1on.patterns.‘11 also will

look at how thes factors affect whom children indicate as
friends. This will'fertger,illuminate the relationship
between friendship choice and 1nteract10n. 1 Wlll “then use
D the behav1oral ties that students have with one another to

describe patterns ‘of peer networks.
: o .
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Chapter V ~

READING GROUPS

b In most of the elementary s%hool classrooms in this
country childre’n‘are grouped for) reaoing instruction (Austih‘
and Morrison, 1963; Wilson and Schmits, 1978). Reading /
groups. tend tp be hxghly vxsxble, meet frequently and are
maintained throughoutqthe school year.‘ The use of reading

e S e .
groups creates opportunities and 1nterest§!for children

within the same groups to interact wit "one another.
. -

-

All classrooms in this study had reading groups, and
\}FJ;ost teachers spent at least an hour each day working with
reading groups. 'In some classrooms, teachers spent &s much
as two hours a day working with reaoxng groups. Clearly the’

potential exists for reading group membership to form the .

_—
-
PR

...............................

basis for ifiportant divisions.among. students Within
classrooms. 1In this chapter I will: (1) discuss reading
grouos and their role in the larger stratification process
in American sooiety; (2) examine the relationship between
resdihglgroup hembership and interaction ties and between
reading group membership and friendship choices; and (3)
explore factors-which create and modify the relationships
which occur. |

hReading Groups-The First Step in the Sorting Process

Homogeneous reading groups continue to be widely used
in classrooms despite studies which suggest tﬁey are not a
partxcularly effective megns of instruction, especially for

low—rankxng students. Compared with heterogeneous groupxng
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procedures, h1gh ranked students do as well or_ somewhat

_better 1n homogeneous groups wh1le ‘low ranked students do
worse-(Chesler and Cave, 19813 Eder, 1981) The use of

read1ng groups is promoted by teacher tra1n1ng programs and

by the %&terature read by classroom teachers. The use of
homogeneous groups 1s supposed to enable teachers to work T
'-effect1vely ‘and eff1c1ently w1th ch1ldren who are at |
d1fferent levels and have d1fferent needs.;*Two
.'alternatives,v1nd1v1dual1zed 1nstructlon and heterogeneous
'group1ng,.are seen to have serlous drawbacks. aMany teachers
feel 1nd1v1dual1zedl1nstruct1on would consume ah 1nord1nate~-
sﬂamount -of the1r t1me.! They bel1eve it would take more t1me
to work w1th 1nd1v1dual ch1ldren than- w1th groups and are

: concerned about the conS1derable amount of bookkeep1ng

needed to keep track of/the1r students' progress.'
Heterogeneous group1ng 1s seen as unfa1r both for faster and
slower learners._Tpere is- concern that "br1ghter" ch11dren
would have gg slow down and learn at the rate of the slower‘g
children in the group.. Teachers have concerns that slower
learners, who would be l1kely to compare themselves w1th the
faster learners, would suffer a loss of self-esteem as well
as @ decrease in mot1vat10n s1nce they would be . l1kely to

feel that they have no hope of catching up w1th the

others. ?

i, 1 used to give many talks to teacher groups S
describing open-classrooms and techniques for
individualizing instructions. Typically the teachers
responded to these ideas with ob3ect1ons similar to the

" ones noted. here.. . . »
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.The teachers-whose»claSsrooms are discussed-here ﬁook

it as a matter of course that some form of homogeneous -

group1ng would be used for read1ng 1nstructlon. For

' ‘5example, G1bson, who started teach1ng in the m1ddle of the

_school term several years prev1ously,'told me of her shock J

o that the Elrst term teacher had not used groups.' From my

»

*f1eld notes°

. Gibson compla1ned (to me) that she couldn t find any
system that the other teacher was using. All the kids
were in different places in math and reading. She said

- that the other T, "just let them go on as they finished

their work. "v (Th1s was' sa1d rather incredulously. ) \

'Gibson said that she promptly'promptly organlzed the

istudents into reading groups.

, Ostens1bly, ab1l1ty and read1ng read1ness are the bases .

by wh1ch ch1ldren 1n1t1ally are sorted 1nto read1ng groups. .533
CIn fact, teachers rarely have much ev1dence of, students' |

‘u'ab111t1es at the beg1nn1ng of first grade and many other

factors usually are 1nvolved in the placement declslons.

Rist (1970) descr1bed a var1ety of non- -~academic cr1ter1a

'used to sort ch1ldren 1nto groups. In his study, fam1ly
iy soc1al,class, behavior and performance of older s1bl1ngs,

~and children's style,of.dress;'speech and'personal grooming .

influenced where children were placed. Other:studies ‘
(Grant, 1981; Eder, 1981) have identified teachers'
perceptiohs,of children's maturity as a key factor in

assigning children to groups. Children who are seen as

bright but immature usually are not placed in the top group
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so as_notrto disrupt those who are (presumably) ready to
"?learn. |
. : » F1rst grade teachers typ1cally alter read1ng group

a551gnments in the f1rst few weeks of a new term, but then

PSR

placements stab;llze and there are few add1t1ona1 changes
(Weinstein, 1976°1RiSt; 1970, Q1978° Groffv 1962° Hawkins,

;i”-vh - 1966). There 1s,-1n partlcular, little movement of students

-1n1t1ally a5519ned to toP groups, even when chlldren move on -

to new teachers.ln dlfferent_grades (Rist, 1970).

During the oeriod‘ofvobservatfons.in the eiohtﬂ
classrooms in myhstody,’Warren was the only teacher to move
childrenﬂfrom.one.level_to another. Two children‘were move
from a low ranked to,a'middle ranked group and two children
were movedﬁfrom-ajmiddle ranked to a‘low”ranked.group. One
.child,‘who‘the teacher'described as being'extremely'bright
buts very immature, was removed from the top read1ng group.

-

Warren worked wlth h&m 1nd1v1dually for the rest of the-
; school year. . . | ) 3 \

Once chlldren are sorted 1nto groups, they have
d;fferent exper1ences dependlng on the group level. Eder
h1981) found that, "while: students in low groups were
instructed in an environment characterized by disruption
from'the,teacher as well as;from other,members, high group

"}members were instructed.in a much less dlsruptive
environment." She attributed this finding primarily to the
. - fact that the less mature students were placed‘in low .
gropps; The experiences.that ohildren had in reading groups

N
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.were analyzed for f1ve of the classrooms in th1s study
(Gibson's, Warren s, Schultz s, Reed's, Bell' s), as well as

in three other first grade classrooms (Grant and Rothenberg,

1981) The f1nd1ngs vere that, 1n,compar1son to their
classmates in lower ranking. groups, ch11dren in hlgher

ank1ng groups learn more academic skllls, have greater

opportun1t1es to demonstrate academ1c competence, engage in

_more autonomous, self d1rected learn1ng, and have more

exper1ences which enhance expectatlons for future success.

In additlon to these academic advantages, we found that-‘

higher’group children enjoy more trust in'their interactions’

w1th teachers and with peers, have more opportun1t1es to
establlsh more equal 1nterchange w1th teachers, and have
more chances to form ctlose personal relatlonshlps with
eachers, |

Teachers' differential treatment of groups should not
be seen,as‘simply favoritism .of top group children. 'Rather,
the use of homogeneous groups,-comb;ned vith administration'
and community pressures on teachers to "producH\ learning
(as measured by high read1ng scores) makes d1fferent1al
treatment (and outcomes) almost 1nev1table. Teachers

believe that the students in hlgher groups will learn more

quickly and\easily thanvthose‘in the lower groups (after

all, they are the "top"Vgroup). Teachers are not worried

about ‘the progress'of students in the top‘group, and,feel

relaxed in terms of the use of time in the group. They take

the time to talk with the children and to let the children

117 e
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express'themselves.‘ Teachers feel~more pressure to be task
e ' _ or1ented when working with chlldren in ‘lower groups. Since
these ch11dren are perce1ved as be1ng slower learners than
top group students, eachers do not feel that they have the
Ht1me to casually chat with the students. . Thus, the
‘atmosphere in low groups is llkely to be less relaxed than
in the hlgh grou%s and teachers are not as likely to form
'close personal ties with children in the low groups.
.Furthermore, since the children in the high groups are,
balmost by definition, more mature,vthey are given -
; _ opportunities to learn'and work independently. Teachers‘
feel that they need to “sitfon" the immature, low group
students, and'they giue'these children few’opportunities to.‘d
1' v t work 1ndependently. 1’ : , | -
- ' leen the d1fferent experiences that children have
because of their group placement, it is not surpr151ng to

find that students in the top groups have higher levels of

achievement than do sgudents in lower groups (Rist, 1970;
We}nstein, 1976; Eder, 1981) As Eder noted, "those
students who were likely to have more d1ff1culty learn1ng |
were inadvertently assigned to groups whose social contexts
_were much less conducive to learning." By the end of the
year, these differences are likely to produce hard evidence,_
achievement scores, which are used to place children into

y

appropriate reading groups in the next grade. The process

e

continues and gaps between children in different groups atre

\ likely to widen as the students more from grade to gradet

118 : | | ‘
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Chesler and Cave (1981) cite ev1dence that achievement

/ .

i

d1fferences between minority and ma]or1ty students, and
between students from lower and higher income fam111es,

increases as children move to higher grades. It is likely

that at least SOme of these 1ncreas1ng gaps in performance -

are due to d1fferent1al placement in reading groups. The
differences in treatment by read1ng group is not only an
intra-classroom effect. In the Grant and Rothenberg study
(1981) we found that in 'a white-collar community the
experiences of children in the middle groups were similar tov
those in the top groups.v In the classrooms in a blue-collar
commun1ty, the exper1ences of the children in the middle
read1ng groups were similar to those in the low groups.
This, too, helps‘expla1n widening gaps between children from
different social-class backgrounds. jhany more children in
the white-collar community, compared to those.in-the blue-
coliar community, haue ekperiences in reading groups which
are llkely to promote academic and soc1al growth.

Assignment to reading groups becomes the first step in
an academic sorting’process which channels some students
toward success and some students toward failure. This
sorting process‘often closely parallels race, social class,
and sex characteristics of children and is legitimated as a
process based on merit (Bowles and Gintis, 1976; Chesler and
”Cave, 1981). Students who work hard and whose achievement

merits it, are supposedly able to advance and move up the

hierarchy of achievement groups. Yet, the different

-
£

128




experiences that children have in these grogps,fmakes such
advancement difficult at best.
The extent to which interaction patterns correspond to

reading group placemeﬁé\can strengthen or weaken the

differences created by reading group placement. If children

interact primarily with other children in their'reading
groups, the dﬁfferent experiences that children have while.
in the group and working with the teacher continues through
'Gtﬁér)times and other activities. Regdiné group membership
becomes a master status within the classroom which can
affect the whole pattern of peer relationships. To the
extent that‘;haracteristics such as race, social class, and/
or sex are reflécted in reading group. assignments, and to
‘the extent that the total interaction pattern corresponds to
reading group placement, differences by race, sex and social
class become (or more likely, are reinforced as?, major-

barriers among children,

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN READING GROUP
‘MEMBERSHIP AND INTERACTION TIES

The relationShipubetween reading group membership and"
interaction ties will be exémineg in the classrooms of six
teachers-—Gibébn, Warren, Rizzo,VSchuItz, Bell, Reed. In
two classrooms, it was either not possible or not

_appropriate to look at the relationship between reading

groups and interaction.?*® Table V-1 shows the composition

N In Snyder's classroom half the class were first
graders and formed a single reading group. The second
graders split into five groups and were dispersed among
all the second grade teachers for reading. I was unable

LR
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TABLE V-1

S COMPOSITION OF READING GROUPS

-~ 1

o g - "Enrollment in
‘ N School ‘ Reading Groups , :
Teacher Grade + SES Levels

Boys Girls - Total .

High 2nd

3 2 ‘5

-l - Low 2nd 4 o1 5

Rizzo 2/3 Blue High 3rd 1 4 5
-, Collar Mid 3rd 4 1 5

Low 3rd .3 0 3

: High 1st 1 3 4

Gibson 1/2 White Low 1st 6 3 9
“ ' . Collar High 2nd 2 6 8
Low 2nd 2 2 4

High , 1 2 3

‘Warren 1 White =~ Mid-A 5 3 8
‘ Collar Mid-B 2 4 6

' Low 4 3 7

Schultz .2 White High 2 6 8
Collar Mid 6 3 9

Low 2 4 6

. Highest 0 1 1

Reed 1 Blue High 2 ¢ 6
L Collar Mid 7 3 10

* Low 6 3 9
Lovest 2 0 2

‘ ! ‘ . Highest 1 2 3
Bell 1 . Blue High 5 2 7
Collar Mid 2 7 9

Low 2 0 2

Lowest 3 3 6

1. Enrollments are reported for the final observation

Qeriod for each group. '
. The two mid groups in this classroom did the same work
- and progressed at the same rate. They are labeled Mid-A and
Mid-B to distinguish them from each other.




aof reading groups in each of Fhé classrooms. Rizzo and
Gibsbn had multi*éraded.classrooms. The children at each
grade level were diQided into reading éroup levels, and
there were no cross-grade assignments. In Bell'S'and»Reéq‘é‘
séhool a special hour long reading instructioﬁ period was
- ‘éét asidg each day for all first graders. The first gradgrs

from all three of the first grade classrooms (which inc;uded
Bell's and‘Reed's students) were divjded into five ability
level groups. Bell and Reed each worked with two of these
;grougfj‘and the other firét'grade teécher worked with one

;;first grade group.?** Some reading g;oups contained only one
or two children from Bell's or Reed's classroom. *‘Those

‘children and groups are exgkrded from the analysis which

‘
I

follows. .
Warren and Schultz each had one child who was not part

of 'a group. The teachers worked individually with these
(

children. These children also are excluded from the

1

analysis. ‘'In Warren's class there were two middle level

.

groups. Both groups did the samé work. Children were

&

to interview this teacher%nd it was impossible to
precisely hscertain the group placement of some of the
second graders. This, combined with a single large first
grade group, made any analysis of the relationship of
reading groups to ties nearly impossible. .In Casey's
classroom, there were three reading groups, one each at a
fourth, fifth and sixth grade level. Most of the fifth
and sixth graders in the classroom were in the appropriate
grade group. A few sixth graders were in the fifth grade
group. The fourth grade group was made up of two sixth
graders and two fifth graders. It was impossible to
separate grade level effects from reading group effects.

14, The other first grade teacher had a split first and
second grade class. She kept her second graders as her
second group during the reading hour.
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switched back'aAG forth between these gréups frequently
during the fall, bu£ the groups stabilized by January. I
labeled these two groups Mid-A and Mid-B to differentiate
them. ‘

“The fact that groups had different ﬁumbers of étudents

in them (and in some caSes;ther& were big differences) means

that it is difficult to use a simple statistic to compare

wfgroups and classrooms. Furthermore, children i;\aifferent

groups had different rates of interaction. To get a full
picture of the interaction patterns, several different
measures(ire needed. Theée measures¥éontrol for different
numbers of children in groups, differeﬁt rates of
interaction: and both theseuva%iables'at once.

‘The first step in examining the relationsﬁip.between
reading group lﬁmbersh}p and ties will be to compare rates
of in-group and out-group £ies.' This will indicate the
overall importance of readiﬁg group membership for
interaction and will maké-it possible RE‘compare classrooms
on this diﬁensioq. The éecond step will bé to look for
differences in intefaction patterns between higher and lower
groupé. '

Rate of in-group tiés. Table V-2 presents the overall

ratios of actual to expected in-group ties.?® 'This table
AY

i, - The expected in-group ties are the proportion of
ties that students would have with other students in the
same reading group if all students were equally likely to
interact with-each other. As & simple example, assume &
classroom has 10 students in it. Four children are in the
bluebird group and six are in ghe robin group.  There are
45 possible connectionsﬁ%hggxfguld be made among the 10
children in the class (10 x 9/2). Of those 45 -

t
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TABLE V-2 N
RATIO OF ACTUAL TO EXPECTED IN-GROUP TIES

All Weak §trong , - Very

Teacher  Ties . Ties Ties Strong Ties

Rizzo. ‘ 2.1 1.0 3.2 3.2

Gibson 1.4 1.0 2.0 ' 2.6

Schultz 1.4 ‘1;2 1.7 1.9

warren) 1.0 .6 1.6 - 1.8

Bell 1.0 .8 1.2 1.6 ,

Reed N .9 1.0 .9 .6 '{

indicates that in three classrooms, Rizzo's, ‘Gibson's and
‘Schultz's, the proport1on of alf?1n -group ties was
appreciably greater than would be expected if reading group
membershib made no differences in children's interaction
partners. The childrsn in these classrooms had sn even
greater proportion of strong ties with ﬁembers of the ssme

reading group. Warren's students also had a ,

@

connections, 6 (4 x 3/2) are between bluebirds and 15 (6 x
5/2) are between robins. (There are 6 x 4, or 24 cross-
group connections.) So, of e 45 ppssible ties 21 are
in-group which is 46.7% of\4ll possiBie ties. If reading
group membersh1p made no difference with whom children

K) interacted, it could be exhected that -46.7% of all the

actual ties that do occur woéuld be in-group ties. 1If this -
cage, the proportion of actual to expected ties would be
1.0. The larger the ratio, the greater effect reading
group membership has on with whom children have ties,

This measure makes it possible to take into account the
fact that these classrooms had different numbers of

reading groups and reading groups had different numbers of
children. -
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d1sproport1onately h1gh number of strong in-group ties.
-Reed s and Bell's students were no more likely to 1nteract
',with children of the same read1ng group than they were, w1th
children of other reading groups.
‘ Each strong tie that a ch1ld had accounted for at least
5% of all his or her 1nteract1ons. .Many of the strong ties
accounted for a much larger percentage of all interactions,
as high as 40% for some children. .This‘meaﬁs that the
students in the £ou;‘classrooms with a disproportionately
high number of in-grouo strong ties had a very large
proportion of all their interactions with other children in

A
the same reading group. .

In none of the classrooms were the number of in-group
weak ties substant1ally greater than would be expected by
.chance. 1In fact, in two of the classrooms they were below
the eupected rate. This means’fhat‘children had incidental
qincecactions(with children from all reading groups. No

ubstantial relationships were found between reading group
membership and weak ties when the rate of weak ties was
examined separately for eachoogoup; The rest of this
chapter discusses only the stcong and very atrong ties.
Again, it should be rememoeredvthat che strong ties
accounted for most of the interactions in the classrooms.

In four of the classrooms, then,.students had a, \\\;P
disprooortionately high numb:r of interactions with other

members of their YGEETEE’Qroup, The next question is,

whether or not the level of reading group made an
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appreciableaifference‘in interaction patterns;"Several.
things are of interest here. First, did children at
'particular"levelslhave greater total numbers of srronévriee,
' than children at other-leuels?’ Secund;‘did children in
‘eertain level‘grbupe'heueA;reater_prbbortionSfof etrongﬁinr
greup ties tban chiidren'ét other levels? ~finaily, vere
out- group ties evenly d19tr1buted among students of other’
| groups, or were a d1sproport1onate number w1th members of a

parrlcular other group?

Total number of ties. e T

Table V-3 shows the average‘number of Strbng ties that
children in each groub had. In rhe'four classrooms where
. children had a disproportronately high.number of'in4group
'strong,tiee,,the children in ‘the higher Ieuel groups‘tended
‘to have a greater number of strong end‘uery strong ties than.
did children'in'the lower ranked groups. This trend.ien' |
particularly striking in the number of very strong ties the
student had. - (A very strong tie means that the two children,
involved averaged more tban 10% of all their interactions

with each otner,)

In-group and out-group ties. As ; nuted‘earlier,
several measures are needed'to get a complete picture of in-
group‘and out~group'ties. Table V-4 shows the proportion- of'
all posslble connections that students in one group could
have with members of every other group (eg\agll/gs/wlth
students in their own groT?) that are strong tiesr< For
.example, in Rizzo's class, 8% of all Ehe possible

‘ : 126




TABLE V-3
! w

AVERAGE NUMBER OF STRONG AﬁD VERY RONG TIES ) )

Average
Number of
Very Strong

Ties
High 2nd

, Low 2nd

Rizzo High 3rd .

- Mid-3raé
Low 3rd

" Reading
Teacher Group
o Level

-

— b b = D)

!
. High 1st
Gibson. ' Loy 1st
High 2nd
Low, 2nd

WO WNHW-aW
.

High
Warren Mid-A
. 'Mid-B

Ldw

— =0NN
o o o o

Ut w ~J O mw WRL O wonoomm
— b b b

. ~ High
Schultz = Mid
Qﬁ ‘Low
‘ “High

Reed Mid -
Low

-— W W W&
o o o

—
e o o

NWN
L] L] L]
wWwhhw

— —

Highest
Bell High
, Mid
Low

NN
L] L] L] L]
[ 2L RVe ILN |
—_ -

» L] L] L]

~

SR

connections between students in the high thiré gra&g\grﬁup Ly
and students in ,the mid third grade grosp were spronéigibs.

Of the possible\connections the studegts in the high third

grade grbup could have with éach other, 50% were strong

ties. Of the pogBible connections that students in the mid

>
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- TABLE V-4

PROPORTION OF ALL;POSSIBLE CONNECTIONS THAT ARE STRONG TIES'

€

- Teacher . Readlng Group LeveL@M
' ' ‘vH1gh 2nd Low 2nd. High 3rd M1d 3rd Low 3rd
.Rizzo ' ngh 2nd’ ~ 60.,0% . 20.0% - 8.0% 0.0% 0. 0%
.Low.-2nd ~-., 20.0 . 20.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0
ngh 3rd - 8.0 0.0 . _50.0 . B0, 6.7
Mid 3rd. -0J0 - 0.0 . 8.0 30,0 ° 33.3-
Low 3rd 0 0 0.0 6 7 133.3 667
RV High ist Low -ist ngh 2nd’ Low 2nd
Gibson . High 1st .= 66.7% ~30.6% - 15,6% 0.0%
Low 1st . 30.6 27.8 4;2 - 16,7
High 2nd . 15.6 = 4.2 46.4- .9.4
“'Low 2nd - 0.0% 16 7 9.4 : 33.3
: o .. ./ ‘High Mld A Mld B Low
Warren ‘High 33.3% - 25,0% J1% - 14.3%
: . Mid-Aa 25.0 = 21.4 _8.3 10.7-
Mid-B . 17,1 .~ 8.3 33.3  14.3
'pow © 14,3 10.7 14.3 - 32.8
' S High" = "Mid Low o
~Schultz High - 32.1%.. 16.7% 4,2%
' - Mid 16.7 .= 33.3 5.6
. Low *-4, £.2 - 5.6 6.7
. . '~ Highest .~ High Mid Low .
"‘Belil Highest 0.0% 9.5% 11.1% 16.7%
High . 9.5 - 9.5 9.5 14,3
Mida - 111 9.5 16.7 3.7
Low 16. 7 - 14,3 3.7 13.3
X o ngh' - Mid Low
Reed = High 13.3% = 10.0% 1.9%
. 'Mid 10.0 13.3 « 16.7
.Low 1.9 16.7 2.8 !

thlrd grade group could ‘have wlth each other, 30% were

" strong r;es.

The measure used in thlS table controls for

the varying sizes of the reading groups but does not ‘take

=
o, [
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into account the differing ratés of interaction that members

o Of'différent'grOUps'had..'

RATIO OF ACTUAL TO EXPECTED STRONG TIES

TABLE V-5

=

s

" Teacher. -

- ﬁeéding.Gfpup*LeVel

- Rizzo

Gibson

‘Warren

Schultz

“High 2nd

Low -2nd-
High 3rd
Mid 3rd
Low 3rd

'High 1st

Low 1st
Lowv2nd

High
Mid-A
Mid-B -
Low.

High
Mid .

"Low

Highest
High
Mid

Low

High

Mid:
Low

ngh 2nd Low 2nd ngh 3rd Mid 3rd Low 3rd

3.5

5
.6
0
0

2
0
0.
ngh
2.
1.
0

1

7

7

0
high
1.9
1.6
7

9

High

1.7

st Low 1st ngh 2nd Low
1.2

.8

.6

Highest
0.0

.9

1.1

1.5

High
1.6
.8
.2

i

.5 0.0
0.0 0.0 -
3.7 .6
.7, 2.5
C o4 2.2
2nd
.6 0.0
N ‘ . 9
o7 . 2.5
. low
.8
.7

W9
. 1 . 5
¢

0.
2.8
Q.

0.0

The measure in}?able V-5 shows the fatib of (a) the

ﬁroportion of strong ties that students ‘in each group had
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' TABLE V-6
RATIO OF ACTUAL TO. EXPECTED VERY STRONG TIES

' Teacher TN Reading Gfoup Level

7 : SR ngh 2nd Low 2nd H1gh 3rd Mid 3rd Low 3rd
Rizzo - High 2nd

3.3 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
: ~Low 2nd 2,9 , 1.8 ° 0.0 0.0 0.0
: High 3rd ..0.0 - 0.0 4.7 . .6 0.0
Mid 3rd 0.0 ~0.0 - T 2.8 -.2.8 -
$ Low 3rd 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 2.6 4.4
. ~ High 1st Low 1st High 2nd‘Low 2nd
Gibson . High-1st 5.3 .9 0.0° 0.0
. Low 1st 1.0. 2.1 .3 .5
High 2nd 0.0 .2 2.4 .9
Low 2nd 0.0 .5 1.2 3.2
Co High  Mid-A Mid-B - Low
L Warren High . 3.0 1.1 1.0 T
T Mid-A 1.4 1.6 .7 .6 :
: Mid-B 1.5 .8 1.8 .3
Low .9 1.0 .4 1.8
S . .~ High - Mid Low
\ Schultz High - . 212 .4 .3
' o ‘Mid .4 1.9 .3
Low = 1.0 L .9 0.0
_ Highest = High Mid Low
Bell Highest 0.0 1.9 1.5 0.0
o High . 1.0 1.0 +6 1.9
Mid .9 .7 2.0 0.0
Low - : 0.0 1.5 0.0 2.1
‘ High Mid Low
Reed High : 0.0 1.4 .4
‘ - Mid . 1.1 1.1 1.1 -
LQW ' \ .6‘ 2;0 0.0

with students in each of the other groups (and with each |
other), to (b) the proportion of strong ties that students
bl . .
"in each group could be expected to have with members of each .

othe( group (and with each other) if reading group
¥
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\membership made hq difference with‘thmmchildren intefactéd,
fi.el the propoftion_of strong tiéé thatlwould'bevexpéctéd fo
ocgqur’ by éhanéé.“v Table:V-G shows the same_rétio fbr'very’
strong ties.?? . ” .

t Once,agéin, it is clear that in four of the s;k
. c;éssfoomsvstudents*haye much highe;.thah expecteQ"fétibé of S
géfual té*éXpéCtéqvipféfoup ties.l Thééé,tébleé.éhoﬁ‘thabllv 
,thisvnof onlylis frue Qn the average for thé class as a -
-whole (as %ndicéted}by Table V-2), but it is‘true ﬁor
members of‘each group. All but one group in these fou{ .
classrooms had at least 1.5 timeS';hé'expectéd rate of
stfong.in-group_tiés,and nine of thé sixteen groups had more
thah twice the expectea,;ate.  For childrénAih'eléven‘of the )
reading groups in these four classrooms, the ratio of actual

to expected very strong in-group ties was even greater than

T, This measure is similar to the one used in Table
-v-2. However, this measure takes the perspective of each
group, rather than of the whole class. Take for example
the class which had 4 bluebirds.and 6 robins. Each’of the
4 bluebirds has the possibility of having 3 ties with -

other bluebirds and 6 ties with'robins.- Their expected
rate of in-group ties is therefore 3/9.or 33.3%. If the |
four bluebirds had,a total of 12 strong ties, an average
of 3 per child, and if B of those ties were with other
bluebirds, they would have an actual rate of 8/12 or66.6%
of in-group ties. The ratio of actual to expected in- . -
‘group ties would be 66.6/33.3 or 2. In other words, of
all the strong ties that the bluebirds -had, twice as many

- as would have been expected by chance were with other
group members. Calculating ratios in this manner: makes it
possible to look at the distribution of ties from the
perspective. of each group and controls for variations in
the average numbers of ‘ties that the different groups had.

i, Very strong ties are a.subset of strong ties. At
least one of the two ¢hildren involved in the ties had. 15%
or more of all their interactions with the other child.-
Many of the children having very strong ties had_as much
as 40% of .all their interactions with. each other.

131. 14y
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nthe ratio of actual'to expected strong in-group ties;""ﬁrp
large proportion of the children's very closest ties wetg ’
w1th-classmates_1n the same reading group.

_The high groups in szzo:s“and-Schultz's classes and
_the high second grade group in Gibson's claSs had much

nh1gher ratios pf actual to expected in- group ties than d1d

_;ch1ldren in the ‘1ow groups.. As 1nd1cated by Table V 4 and e

"V -5 the proportlon of all strong and very strong ties each
group had that were in-group ties was remarkably high for
m’some topvgroups.- For the students in the high second grade
group in Gibson's class, ?5% of all their very strong ties
were with other 'high second graders. For the children in
Riazo's high third grade group, 85% of‘ail very strong ties
were in-group. _ \f _ : 'ﬂ-

Students in some groups had a larger proport1on of
the1r strong and very strong ties w1th students of another
group but still had a much larger than expected ratio of in-
'group ties. Th}s generally occurred when groups were
‘relatively small. For example, Warren's high group~and
Gibson's high first grade‘group were relative small groups,
having three .and four members respectively. Given the fact
that these high groups had relatively high average rates of
strong ties, a substantial proportion of their strong ties
had to be out-group. (With three people in a group each
person can only have two in-group ties.) Even so, the ratio
of actual to expected ties is quite high for those groups,

"particularly for very strong ties, Warren's high group had

1321-4i
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three times the’expected rate of ianroup very. strong ties

and Gibson's high first group had more than five times the

expected rate,

Cross-group ties. Rizzo's and Gibson's ¢lassrooms were

multi-graded. Cnildren in these classrooms had relatively
fe; cross-grade strong ties. This was particularly true in
R1zzo 's. class.» In that classroom, students in the high"
second grade group had most of the1r out-group ties with low
second graders, though the few ‘ties they d1d have with th1rd

graders were with ch11dren in: the high third grade group.

. The low second graders had a11 the1r ‘out-group t1es w1th

h1gh second graders. The children in the high th1rd ~grade
group were rather exclusive and had re1at1ve1y few out-group
t1es. They had no ties with the low second grade group.
Low th1rd graders and mid third graders had most of their
out-group ties w1th each other. 1In G1bson s classroom,
children in the high and low first grade group had a °
disproportionately high share of out-group ties with each
other. The out-group ties that students in the low second
grade group had tended to be with low first graders. The
out-group ties that high second graders had were with the
high first graders. In these classrooms, then, the few
cross grade level ties that children had tended to be with
children of the equinalent reading group level.

In Schultz's and Warren's classes the out-group strong
ties that children in the low group had were spread more or

less evenly among the other groups. However, for students
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in the high groups in these two classrooms (and also in
Reed's), out-group ties tended to be with children in the

‘middle groups. Relatively few of their out- group ties 'were

with children in the \ow groups.

A picture emerges of peer networksbwith exclusive high
group students. To the extent that high group students had
out- group ties, they were with middle level students or,-:n
the multi graded- classrooms, w;th cross grade high level h
students. Low group students also had a disproportionately
" high rate of in—group ties, but, as compared to the students
in the hign groups, they had a larger proportion of their
ties with students in other groups.

In-group and cross-group friendship choices. 1In

Chapter IV-the relationship between friendship choices and
ié&eraotion was examined. Children who had strong ties with
other children often said that those others were best
friends. But they also said that many children with whom

- they had only weak ties or no ties were best friends. One
conclusion oased o;’these findings was that high numbers of
friendship choices mightube best considered as indications

" of status, but they could not be used to predict interaotion
patterns. In this section 1 wili exanine the patterns of
in-group and cross-group friendship choices. This will
provide information aoout the status of the different

" reading groups.

Table V-7 and V-8 show the percentages of children in

N

each reading group who were said to be "best frien{s" and

0 .




@ . TABLE V-7 |
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN EACH READING GROUP
" CHOSEN AS "BEST FRIENDS"
Number Group _
Teacher of of ‘ Group of Chosen
Choosers Chooser
S - . High 2nd Low 2nd High 3rd Mid 3rd Low 3rd*
Rizzo 5 High 2nd 50.0% 32.0% - 52.0% . 60.0% 46.7%
4 Low 2nd 55.0 12.6 - 1 20.0 ' 60.0~ 25.0
3 High 3rd + 26.7 0.0 75.0 26.7 0.0
2 Mid 3rd 20.0 0.0 50.0 100.0 - 33.3
0 Low 3rd -- -- -- Co-- --
\ High 1st Low 1lst High 2nd Low 2nd
Gibson 4 High 1lst 66.7% 22.2% 56.3%  ~ 31.1%
: 8 Low 1st 50.0 48.4 42,2 40.6
8 - High 2nd 40.6 19.4 41.1 43.8 .
4 Low 2nd 25.0 ¢ 22.2 34.4 33.3
High* Mid-A Mid-B Low
Warren 2. High 50.0% - 37.5% 33.3% 28.6% et
7 Mid-A 42.9 32,7 23.8 . 16.3
6 Mid-B 61.1 31.1 56.7 . 31.0
. 6 Low 33.3 16.7 19.4 l6.7
*Three children in group.
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TABLE V-7 (Continued)

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN EACH READING GROUP
CHOSEN AS "BEST FRIENDS"

Number Group i v
Teacher of of - "Group of Chosen
Choosers Chooser o
. High Mid Low
Schultz 6 High 35.7% 27.8% 13.9%
4 Mid 31.1 40.6 25.0
2 Lowl\ 15,1 38.9 30.0
Y. Highést* High Mid = Low
Bell 2 * Highest 75.0% 78.6% - 66.7% 50.0%
-4 © High 66.7 45.8 44.0 48.8
5 Mid o 60.0 ©.28.6 60.0 30.0
3 Low 77.8 61.9 74.1 80.0
High Mid Low
Reed 4 High 25.0% 19.4% 16.7%
5 Mid - > 13.3 16.7 ' 5.3 -
1 Low l6.7 0.0 0.0

-

*Three childwen ;;\;>pup.




s

PERCENTAGE OF. CHILDREN IN EACH READING GROUP
CHOSEN AS "NOT A FRIEND"

TABLE v-8

?

'
- LJ

Number Group .
Teacher of of Group of Chosen
Choosers Chooser
P = ngh .2nd:  Low 2nd High 3rd Mid 3rd Low 3rd
Rizzo 5 High,an- 0.0% _4.0% " 0.0% 0.0% 6.7%"
4 Low 2nd . 15.0 +37.5 - 30.0 10.0 8.3
3 High 3rd 6.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 33.3
2 Mid 3rd 0.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 16.7
0 *Low 3rd -- -- -- - --
! : High 1st Low lst High 2nd Low 2nd
Gibson 4 High 1st 8.3% 27.8% 9.4% 18.8%
8 Low 1st 18.8 18.8 18.8 12.5
8 High,K 2nd 2149 29.2 19.6 15.6
4 Low 2nd 6.3 30.6 15.6 25.0
. High Mid-a Mid-B Low
Warren 2 High 0.0% 6.3% 8.3% . 21.4%
’ 7 Mid-A 4.8 - 14.3 14.3 20.4
6 Mid-B 11.1. 20.8 20/0 21.4 .
6 . Low 27.8 29.2 - 30.6 47.2
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TABLE V-8 (Continued)

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN EACH READING GROUP
"NOT A FRIEND"

CHOSEN AS

Number Group : o
Teacher of - of "Group of Chosen
o Choosers .Chooser o
High ¢ Mid , Lov
Schultz 6 ‘High 16.7% .31.5% 36.1% 4 ,
’ 4 Mid ’ 6.3 . 9.4 8.3
2 Low 37.5«  27.8 40.0 +~)
Highest "High - Mid Low
Bell 2 Highest - 0.0% 0.0% 16.7% 8.4%
- 4 High 8.3 20.8 13.9 12.5
5 Mid 0.0 20.0 ° 12.5 33.3
3 Low 0.0 - 9.5 3.7 6.7
~ High Mid Low
~ Reed 4 High 0.0% 25.0% 12.9%
. 5 Mid 36.7 26.2 26.3
1 Low 16.7" 70.0 ~ 42,9
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"not a friend" by students from each of the reading groups.

b

These tables can be interpreted only with caution, because

t

not at all the children indicated friendship choices. The

response rates in Schultz's, Reed's, and Bell's classrooms

were particularly low. Friendship choices for half or léBs\)

. of the students in these classrooms were obtained. The

‘patterns of choices are clearest when both "best friends"

k!

“and an;ﬂa'friendﬂ indications are examined.

+

Chi@éren in the hiéh_reading groups in all classrooms
reported that a relatiyély high propoftion éf oghér children
in their group were "best friendg." In Rizzo's and Gibson's
multi-graded classrooms childrenhin the high groups also
reported relat{vély high proportions of "best friends" in
the cross-grade high level réﬁéing‘groups. In tﬁ; : ‘
classroéms with mid level groups, children in the high
groups tended‘to report a somevhat lower\pnoportioh of "best
frieﬁds" in mid groups than in their own groups. They said
thét réqztively féw childfeﬁ in iow groups’were "pﬁg;
friends." : . . ‘ | ' | S

The "not a friend" designations by children in thé high
groups reveal similar patterns. High group students said
that relatively few of the other children in their own
groups were not a friend." 1In other words, they saw all of
their fellow group members as either friends or best !

friends. However, they said that relatively large

propbrtions of low group students were "not a friend.l

| \jij v - | \—4///
, |
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low. With the exception Bell's students, children in'low -

The pattern of frieudship choices for children in the
low groups is somewhat mixed. The students in the low
groups in all of the clasﬁrooms except Bell‘s reported that -
a larger proport1on of children in at least one other group
were *beef friends*"than’they reported ‘for ‘their own group e
In four of the low groups, the proportion of "best frrend"
ratings for other dhildreu in their group was particulérly. '
groups reported relatively high proportions of other
children in their groups as "not a friend." Most of these
groups r ported that relatively low proportions of children
in the hig groups were "not a fr1end " | ,

, children /in h1gh groups were most likely to say

4

In s

that relatively h1gh roport;ons of other high group
children were best flfiends while t&ey.qaid thet a large
propo tion of ch1ldren in low groups’;ere not fr1ends.
Ch1ldren in 103 groups, however, report e/larger percentage
of children in h1gh groups as their besZ/frxends than they
d1d for étudents in the1r own group. verall, top group
students received a disproportionately high number of the
Pbeet/friend" choices from all groups. Students in low
group? received a disproportioﬁétely-hig number of "not a
friend" choices from all groups, including from other low
group students. If, in fact, patternslof friendship cho1ces

are indications of status, students in the high reading

-

groups were likely to have high status in these classrooms




.\\

status. ' ‘ . ’ I
It is worth noting that in Reed's and Bell's S

classrooms, classrooms in which reading group membership was

. not related to interaction patterns, reading group

membership was related to friendéhip choices. Al;hough(

vperhaps the patterns arf not as clearcut as in the other

:classrooms, students 1n hxgher reading groups dxd have more

- status than d;d studengs in the lower reading g;oups. One

of the implications of this is that status, by itself, does

not. structure interacﬁion patterns; Many othe;"factogs are-

"involved. - - ' o : e

-

DISCUSSION ' SR

Interaction was not related to reading group membership

“in two classrooms (Bell's and ﬁeed's), while iq‘was clearl

related to reading group membership in th cher’four ~\

classrooms. In those four the strength of the‘*#l:fi:nshig -
varied substantially. These findings can be explained by T

examining ‘the factors which create an interest. for students

to interact with other members of their'read}ng group and

the factors which gzye students gpportunities to interact
; ' Ve .
with others in their group and limit opportunities to

interact with members of other reading groups.

Reward Btructure, visibility, and interest., During the
-

hour of reading instruction, Bé11's and Reed's students were
dxvxded into five reading groups. For the students in these .

classrooms, student's group membership was visible to the

|
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'sent to their'respective reading teacher. Performance"and

o

coe

S

whole class only briefly'when‘students were_llned'up and =

rewards ‘during read1ng t1me,were publlc and comparable only

to the other students meet1ng w1th a part1cular teacher.v» : '

Students from~each'of these classroomsuweremd1v1ded.1nto

'f1ve groups, d1spersed among three teachers and m1xed w1th

students from two other classrooms. Students' group
membersh1ps and reading performances were not part1cularly

v151ble and were difficult to compare with those of most of'

‘their classmates.

S1nce all read1ng a551gnments were worked on dur1ng the

hour of read1ng 1nstrupt1on,.students usually d1d not br1ng

work back to the1r classrooms to. be completed dur1ng other

aot1v1t1es. Students from the same read1ng groups had no

-_extr1n§1c reasons to 1nteract w1th each other in their

' classrooms.

!

Read1ng group membersh1p thus d1d not become - an
important ba51s for 1nteractlon for the students 1n Reed s
and Bell's classrooms. Yet, there 1s ev1dence that status,
as measured by £r1endsh1p cholces was weakly related to

read1ng group membership in these classrooms. In part this .

-might be due to the fact that read1ng group membersh1p was

somewhat . v1slble and it was likely that students knew the

level of their own and‘others read1ng groups..

In the four. classrooms in which reading group

membership was strongly related to the interaction patterns

(in Rizzo's,fGibson's,‘Schultz’s, and Warren's classrooms),



\
§

A

TABLE V-9 - 3'” S

PROPORTION OF TIME SPENT IN VARIOUS TYPES OF ACTIVITIES

Ratio of - S, S .
‘actual to Activities in Activities in
Teacher expected which students which students Multl Task
. in-group are grouped be are grouped by act1v1t1esT
ties reading groups grade level

Rizzo 3.2 °  33.1% 16.5% 18.6%

TGibsenv 2.0 23.5- 12.6 38.9
‘Schultz 1,7 VR, U (22.1)% - (28,1
Warren 1.6 : : '.51.9 _ S - ) 15.4
Bell 1.2 16.0 - == 0.0
Reed, S . 173 R

*Based-on morning observations only. Since teachers
worked with reading groups in the morning, this statistic
is probably accurate for activities which grouped children

» by reading group. The rate of multi-task activities is

probably higher than indicated here.

reading group membership was highly visible.‘ These teachers

vwctked with reading groups for substantial proportions of

the school day, 20% or more of in-class time (see Table
V-9). ‘Typically the teachers publlcly announced the name of
the group they wented to work w1th, often calllng out the
nenes of the students-in the group. The students then
gathered in an erea of the classrccm set aside for readiné

groups. The groups were clearly visible to the rest of the

class and, most of the time, the teacher's and reading group

members' voices were .audible to most others in the room. .

Frequently students not in the reading grdup stopped their‘

0
Vit
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own work, faced the'reédihg groub and'apparéhtly listened'to'f 
the group's”procegdings, Occasionally'hpn-group members
wande;ed by the feading7groups and stopped, listepedﬁ'and in
some clasérooms\even.briefly particibated‘in thewgroup, ‘In
tﬁese:fOUf'clasérooms.reading group mémbegghip was clearly '
visible and»the levéls of thé wotk and performance inuthe
group we:e_highly public ahd,comparable, |
“ Students in ‘these four classfooms had many reasons to
interact with other members of .their group when theY'were>
" not meeting as a grdﬁp.' Teacheré.éséignededrk which was to
. be completed outside of the}group; usually during mulfi-taskv
activities.- Stﬁdenfs oftenvcohsuléed'with othef'members of
'thei:3gr0up-;clarifying.assignments,'comparing‘work, and;
asking for help. - Sometimes,’wheh an &Bsignmeﬁt'was uhcléar
7; '~ or students could not agree on ﬁow.to do the work, the}gfoup i
either went to the teacher as a group or sent a delegation if'
to the teacher to ask for clarificafion.' These practices '
were most common among students of higher reading groups.
Reading and language achieVement were bighlyvbalued ih.'
these classrooms. A large prOpbrtion of élass'fime Qas'i
devoted‘to'reading and lahguage work. Teachers praised
stu@gnts for dofng well and :eprimaﬁded those who failed to
. ' ad;qUatéfy complete the work. The fact that teachers
. u puplicly é;pressed concern éhd often'devo;éd extra time to
students not performing adequately probaﬁly served to
re}nforce'ghé meésage that reading-was a highly valued
skill., The combination of this emphasis with a‘hig§ degree
e B e 153
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of group vigibility anthhe high‘dedree td which performance
was publidtand CQmparable, brovided additional incentivés
fdr-btudents'withln'each reading group to cooperate with’dne
another durlng non-=group times. | o
Sherriff's (1961) "robber cave" experiments 1nd1cate
that 51tuat1ons in which students are rewarded for -4(7
cooperating with others in their group and for competing
with other groups are likely.to lead to major divisiensti

among groups. This seems to have been the .situation in the

four classrooms disCuSsed‘here;» Students did have a ' '

dlsproportlonately high number of the1r 1nteract10ns with

same-group member's. 1In add1t10n, the d1str1but10n of étatus

in these classrooms, as indicated by the fr1endsh1p ch01ces,

.was clearly related to reading group membershlpu Students

in the top‘groups reqeived ardisproportionately high ratio
of "best friend" choices'and very few 5not’a'friend"‘
choices.: .

The data available makes it difficult to explain why

- . - \ ) . ¥ » ' o
the higher grouped students were the most-likely to interact.

‘with each other and why they'had higher status than lower

grouped students. One possibility.is that they were elearly
in a favored pos1t1on vis.a vis the teachers. They publ1cly
received more and better rewards and fever negat1ve
sanctlons than lower,grouped students. It is likely that
they vere mot1vated to do well to maintain their high levels:

of reward and wvere thus motivated to, contact other group

-members to gain help and to check their work. ' The R .
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distribution of status among the students mlght be

i

reflective of the dxsttxbutlons of tewatds~by the teachers.
. {

There also were some 1nd1catxons that for students in
vhighet'fanked groups reading time.was a pleasant and
—— . enjoyable time (Grant and Rothenberg, 1981). These students
had warm relationships with their teachers and generally .
‘Wefa/able to demonstrate theit competence. SucH_positiQe
sharad éxﬁetiences miéhtﬁwell lead to feélings of friendship
with other gtoup membets and to a desire to interact with
them at other txmes. The expetxgnces of the children in the
ldwer-gtdups were guite different, Fot them, reading group
time. was-uncomfortable and unpleasant. They rarely |
established wa?m-félationShipsrwith tﬁe'teacher, and many
were reprimanded otten fqtbmisbehaviot: They fteQuently
-were forted to display their incompetence.. To the extent .
that they associated these negatiye experiences with being
with certain othets}'they were not likely to see’those
others as friends or desire to interact with them outside of
reading group time. It is possxble that high group members
had much incentive to ma1nta1n their valued p051t10n and
‘therefore were ‘highly motxvateq to cooperate with same-group
.membérs.— Low gtoap students, with little possibility of
mpving up, had much less motivation to work ~and cooperate

~with their same-group members. A ‘

Although students in all four of these classrooms had'a
disproportionately high number of ties with students in

their own reading group, students in Rizzo's classroom had

146 1535 | ,
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- “
cqnsid:;ably higher rates of in-group ties thaﬁ did the
students in Gibson's classroom. The rates in Gibson's
classroom were higher than those in Warrén's and Schultz's
classrooms. Rizzo and Gibson had'mulﬁi-graded classrooms

whereas Warren and Schultz did not. Rizzo and Gibson

divided the students in each grade level into two or three

reading groups. A certain proportion of the interactions

‘students had with others in their grade level, would also be

with students in their reading group. Therefore, the more
reasons students had to interact with their grade mates, the

higher would be the overall rate of ties between students of

‘the same reading groups.

Students in Rizzo's class typically spent 16.6% of the

school day engaged in activities during which they were

" grouped by grade level. Students in Gibson's class spent

\

12.7% of their school day grouped by grade level. 1In both

classrooms much of this time involved math activities. Both

teachers assigneé math by grade level and they typically

spent some time alone with each grade giving a math lesson.
Students were assigned math work which they completed during
multi-tésk and class-task activities. Thus, students had
good reason to seek out other grade mates for information
and help. A'substantial proportion of such interactions
would, necessarily, be with others in the same reéding
groups since a substantial proportion of their grade mates

]

were in the same reading group.
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War;en and Schglfi taught a'sinéle math lesson to the'
whole clas; and gSéigned the same math work to all students.
The pool of pgtéhtial math interactees was much érea;er for
these studgﬂgs than for the students in Gibson's and Rizzo's
claSsroo@éﬁ Thus, a smaller proportion of such interactions:
were Qfﬁely to be with members of tﬁe same reading group.

fﬁopportunities for interaction. The degree to which

-

vgfﬁdents had opportunities to interact with other members of
"/their reading group and the-degree to which opportunitieé to
interact with members of other reading Qroups were limited,
also are useful in expiaining the differences fpund in the
rates of in-group interaction among these classrooms. Three
factors which affected students' opportunities for
interaction were: (1) the proportion of in-class time.
during which stuaents were grouped by reading level (and
grade level in Rizzo's and Gibson's classrooms); (2) the
amount of time spent in muLti-task activi&ies; and (3)
teachér's policies about Seating and movement in the
classroom.

There was relatively iittle interaction among students
in a reading group while the group met with the teacher.
Stuéents were usually involved in recitation type activities
in the group and most interactions were between the teacher
ana individual students. All teachers sharply curtailed
student-student interactioﬁs during thesé times. At most,
studedté had some opportunities to interact with group
members when the group first gatheréd for reading

i
i




instruction. Teaehers_often spent a few minutes gathering
materials or giving help to non-group members before joingndiv
the group. Children's ties with one another represept////

interactions which usually occurred at times other/than when

////

the éroup actually met with the teacher. ”
Large amounts of group time did, however} encourage
fairly high rates of in=group interactfbn in another way.
Students meeting with the teacher were unavailable for
interactions with members of the rest of the class. Take
for example, a classroom with three reading groups. When the

% . f
teacher met with group A, students in group B could interact

with other -group B members and with group C members. When

the teacher worked with group C, students in group B could
‘ |
still interact with other group ﬁ members and now with group
A members. This meant that members of group B had more
opportunities to interact with other group B members than
with members of either group A or group C. Furthermore, in
the classrooms with'twotgrade levels, teachers time spent
with one grade level meant that students in the other grade

had opportunities to interact w1th each other and no

opportunities to interact with members of the other grade.
Again, since reading groups were created by'grade level,
this would mean an overall increase in opportun1t1es for
members of the same reading group to interact with one

another.

Students who had a des1re or an interest in interacting .
with other group members were most likely to have. “J g

\




opportunities to do so during muiti-task activities, 1In
most class:ooms the students wete‘reiatively ffee tO‘move
about the room and interact with others during these
activities. However, the amount of movement and interaction
was‘somewhat.dependent_en teacher imposed andfenforced rules
about movement and talking.~ ‘ |

The students in Rizzo‘s_class:oom had the highest rates
of'in—qtoup ties. Fully a third of -in-class time was spent
in activ}ties during whieh students were grouped by reading
group. (See table V-9.) This was, by far, the highest rate
of any classroom. Cembined with the 16.6% of the sehool day
students were grouped. by grede level, half of the time
students spent in their classroom was spent with some
students in either read1ng groups or grouped by grade level.
Clearly opportunities for interaction with non-group members
were limited while eppertunities'for interaction with group
members were great.

Students-in Rizzo's classtpom spent 18.6% of their time
engaged in multi-task.activities, a moderate anount of time
compared to other classrooms. Rizzo, more SO than other

b

teachers, strictly enforced rules limiting students’

"interactions. Students in her classroom were thus more

restricted in their movements about the classroom during
multi-task activities than were students in the other
classrooms with high rates of in-group ties. Had reeﬂﬁng

group members been assigned seats which were evenly

dispersed throughout the classroom, the teacher's
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restrictions‘woold have limited in-group interactions.

However, students in this.classroom were seated bybgradé

level. Ail the secood'graders sat on one side'of the room

and all of the third graders sat on the other side. This

meant that most students were in close proximity with at

least several other members.of their reéding group. During '

multif;ask'octivities there was a substantial amount of ‘

whispering among children'seatéd near one another, and thus oo

-betﬁeen students in the same reading group. |
The students in Gibson's, Schultz's and Wérren's.

classroom all spent about the same amount of time engaged io

activities during which some students were working in

reading groups. Students in Gibson's classroom, however,

spent 38.9% of the school day engaged 'in multi-task

activities, consideragiy more time than was spent by

students in any othér classroom. Students were not assigned

seats in Gibson's classroom aod they were free to move about

the room and talk quietly during multi-task activities.

Thus they had many opportunities to interact with other

group members if they so'chose. The students in Warren‘s L ‘

and Schultz s classrooms had somewhat lower rates of in-

group ties than did the students in Gibson's classroom.
Although Warren and Schultz allowed students. to interact

freely during multi-task activities, their students spent

less time engaged in multi-task activities than did the
students in Gibson's classroom and therefore had somewhat
less opportunity to interact freely. E ,

: ‘ 1(3u
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The'primary'reason for the lack of a relationship

between group memberghip and ties in Bell's and'Reed‘siA
classrooms relates, to the grouping practices uhich'have
already been described. In addition, students in these
classrooms spent less time grouped by.reeding group than did
students in the other classrooms. Theyhalso spent virtually
no time  engaged in multi-task activities. Euen if group
membersnip were visible and students had reason to interact'
with other group members, their opportunlgﬁes to do so would

Y
have been l1m1ted.

SUMMARY
~ When reeding group membership is highly visible, when
the reward system encourades students within the same group
to cooperate with one énotherﬂ and when st!!ents have many
opportunities to interact with other members of their group,_
students are likely toﬁhaue a disproportionately‘high number

i

of their~nonfnegative interaotions with members of their
reading group. - Students in high ranked'groupsvhave an even
higher proport1on of in- group t1es than do students in low
ranked groups. Students in highk ranked groups also receive’
a disproportionate number of "best'friend" and "friend"
cho1ces from members of all otner groups ile;students in
low ranked groups receive few such choices fﬁom members of

any other group, including from members of the1r own. group.
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Chapter VI
_CROSS-SEX INTERACTION AND FRIENDSHIP CHOICES

<ijThe~barrier between the sexes is one of the most

impenetrable ones in a classroom. Low rates of cross-sex

fr1endsh1p choices and interactions have been con51stently

",reported in the literature (McCandless, 1969; Hartup, 1870;

‘Nash, 1970; Bossert, 1979). The rates of cross-sex

interaction and cross-sei friendship choices in the
classrooms»in this study also were'low. This chapter will
begin with a brief discossLon of” some social forceS'whioh'
create barriers, ones which operate even before children
enter scnool. The data on the amount of cross-sexk
interaction and fr1endsh1p choices wlll then be presented.
F1nally, classroom factors which inhibit or promote cross-
sex interaction in classrooms will be explored.

Social Forces Which Create Barriers Between Boys and Girls

- - '

Sex-typed behavior in children is encouraged an

-

enforced from birth. Even minor deviations from sex-

appropriate behaviof create concern in adults. Children who

are not socialized.1 to stereotypical sex roles at home

. cannot avoid pressure elsewhere for such socialization.

Models .of sei appropriate behavior abound, particularly in
the mass media (Tuchman, 1978). Sex roles also are learned

uch of children's

in play with other children. Indeed,
play is sex-typed and children frequeptly act out adult

h
roles in their play. Girls often pl_y mommies who uake tare

of the house and the children and b ys often play ahd1es
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S : F _
wvho go to work. The boys play doctor, the girls play nurse.
Boys play with trucgs, girls p14: with dolls. Boys play
competitive‘sports,fgirls cbope?ate to act éut fantasies
(Joffee, 1974).%" - ‘ ,,

The fact that modes of play do vary cons1derably by sex

makes it d1££1cult for boys an‘ girls to find common bases

1

. of 'interest oh which to form relationships. Furthermore,

there frequently are socia% co té to‘high rates of cross-sex
interaction énd séx inapp;apri te play. Boys open

themselves to thé label of "sissy" and girls to the label of
"tomboy."” It therefore fs nbt'sutprising t@at children

are likely to entér school with stroﬁg’biases against having

much cross-sex interaction. -Of course, social pressures do

‘not Stop once children enter school, and indeed, peer

r

pressure plays an increasingly important role in children's

acquisition of éppropriate sex-typed behavior and the

‘maintenance of low levels of cross-sex interaction.

/

| . — v
¢ :

'né-lz DATA .
Table VI~1 shows the éroport1ons of all ties wh1éb_yere

cross-=sex. In add1t1on 5%15 table presents the rat1os of

i, ‘It might be argu Hgfﬁat some of these traditional
differences in children's play have diminished
recently. Based on cagual observations of children's play,
I suspect that most play is still sex segregated and sex-
typed.

. It is iﬁierest ng that "sissy"'is a more powerful
and negative label than "tomboy." Girls are given more
leeway to "grow out/of it." Extreme social pressure may
.not be brought to bear on "tomboys” until they are olde ,‘.

‘not u?til adolescepce perhaps. (See Sadker and Frazier
1973, \ : ‘




SRR | " TABLE VI-1

~ PROPORTION OF TIES THAT.ARE CROSS-SEX

P:oporti&n of . Ratio of actual
ties that to expected '
are cross—sex .~ cross-sex ties
Teacher ‘ . ‘
All Strorig  Weak All Strong Weak el
' ties ties ties | ties “ties ties
Rizzo 29.4%  39.4% 20.0% .62 .83 .42
Reed 35.0 27.5 39.7 . | .M .56 .80
Gibson 35.3 0.6 42.7 | .69 .48 /83
Sriyder 29.0 23.5 35.7 | .56 ' .45 .69
] Bell 41.1 21,6  49.4 .79 .42 .95
Casey 31.9 18.5  40.5 .62 -.36 .78
 schultz 27.0 15. 2 37.0 .52 .29 .71
farren 26.0 6.3  37.3 .50 12 .72
11 | | f |
) }assrooms '32.1% 21.3% ,39.6%
; .
r

Lo

| |
actual to expected cross-sex ties.2® Overall, about one

third Qf all ties were cross-sex. Of the strong ties, which

. account for the largest proportion of interactions, only —~

. e

about  one fifth were cross-sex. These rates of cross-sex
tieﬁ were well below the rates which would have occurred had

sey not made a difference in the students' interactipns.
e, This measure 18 the ratio of, {(a) the proportion of
‘ties which were actually cross-sex, to (b) the expected
proportion of ties which would have been cross-sex if sex
made no difference in, student's choices of others’ for
interaction. This memsure controls for variations in the
numbers of boys and girls in the classrooms.
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_The proportfonsfofncross-sex strong‘ties wvere less than_half

. the expected'rate'in six'claSsrooms¥and well.Se;ow the ... -

»

| expected rate in the other two classrooms;

There was cons1derable var1atlon among the classrooms

.1n the rate of cross-sex. t1es. The proportlons of all~~
: cross sex ties var1ed from 50% of the expected rate for
Warren's students to nearly 80% of\the expected rate/tor
.Bell s students. There was even ‘more var1atlon in the rates
.of cross-sex strong t1es.- They var;ed from 12% of the v"’
expected rate in Warren s classroom to more than @0% of the
expected rate 1n RlZZO s classroom.- mhe fact that there was-
thls much var1atlon makes it posslble to look for causes of

v

‘var1atlon..‘ , R "“:m - . xv L/

- /L

: Slnce the rates of cross-sex ties were relat1vely low,

‘M B—— )

the measures based on the proportlon of t1es that were
fcross sex and 4n the ratlos of actuat to expected t1es could
‘be m1slead1ng "k oa few ch11dren had many‘cross sgx tres,
~ these rates would be h1gh ‘but most of the'students would_
have had few, if any, cross- sex t1es,’ An alternat1ve .
measure of thaaamount of cross sex 1nteractlon, one whlch'
_1nd1cates how many ch11dren engage in varlous amOunts of
cross- sex 1nteractlon, is presented 1n Tables VI 2 and VIi-3.
Classrooms are ranked baSedqon the percentage of students
. who had at’ le;st one cross-sex‘strong~t1e, thevpercentage

that had at least two‘cross-sex strong ties, and-equivalent

measures for weak ties.
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TABLE VI 2

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS HAVING AT LEAST
"~ AND AT LEAST TWO STRONG TIES.

/rv

_Percentage'of students Percentage of studentsln
- having at least one=+| having at least two |,
Teacher strong cross-sex tie | strong crossfsex_ties“u
Males Femalesv Total| Males Females Total
" Rizzo- | 60.0% 100.0% 73.9%| 20.0% = 37.5%  26.0%
Gibson | 54.5  71.4 64.6‘ 36,4 21.4 '_28,0_.
Snyder | si.s | 1.5  61.5 | 23,1 2341 23.1
Casey - '40;0 '61.5 50,0~ -~ 13.4. 15,47 14,1
Reed 41.2 E 5.4  46.4 | 23.5  36.4 28.6
'Vschulta.,: 54.5 38.5 - 45.8 | 9.1 . 15.4  12.5
Bell | 38.5  42.9 40,7 | 23.1  14.3 18.5
Warren 15.4 16.7 16.0 _7.1*a '5.3 'e}ov"
Classrooms| 45.4% ‘ 54.1%  50.0% 19‘4%f 20.4%  19.9%
;ngain, 1t is: clear ‘that there were cons1derab1e
variations among the classrooms;, Overall only half of the
sthdents had'at'least.one cross;sex strong tie; "Only 16% ofEu
the students in Warren s class had at least one cross-sex’
strong tie, while nearly 74% of the students in Riazo‘s.
class had at least one cross—sex strong tie.
There were some interesting d1fferences between the

‘boys and glrls 1n terms of how many had at least

cross—sex t1e.' Overall a 1arger proport1on of g

REYE LoT

one strong

1rls had
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TABLE VI-3

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS’HAVIﬁG AT LEAST TWO
"~ AND. AT LEAST THREE WEAK TIES .

; crosstex strong-ties than did’boys.

In four.of the

classrooms--Rlzzo’s, Reed s, ‘Gibson's, and Casey s--thls.

‘ d1ffgrence was substant1al.

Schulbz s classroom was thé .

on1y~dne in which substantially more boys than girls ‘had

cross- sex strong ties.

In general

then, a few boys in each

.classroom had many strohg ties’ w1th girls but most boys Had

no strong ties with girls.

with the same few boys.

Many girls had a few strong ;ies

1

?eféentage of students Pércéntage;bf students
_ ' having at least two | having &t least three
Teacher weak.qross-sex,gigs weak cross-sex ties
| Males Females Total _Males”fFemales Total
;Riézo 6.7% - +12.5% 8.6%'150.0%“‘32.5%' 4.3y
';‘GibSOn | 63.6 64.3 640, 63.6 - '42.§j‘ 52.0°
Snyder ~ |738.5 . 38.5 © 38.5.|:0.0 7.7 3.8
casey | 53.4° 76.9  64.3 | 0.1  46.2  42.5
f;Reea '47;j 72,7 ‘57.2} *17;7‘ 54.6 ° "32,1/\17u
Schultz . | 54.6 38;5~-~i4%;8’ 18.2 - 30.8 - 25.0
© Bell 92,3 85.7 88.9. | 61.6 _564;2‘ 62.9
Warren | 61.5 ' €6.7. "sg.o |-38.5. 502 " 44.0
U B T R L
A‘glassroows' 50.9% . 59.2% 54.9%| 28.7%  39.8% .34'9% '



) TAB#EVVIfd»
PROPORTIONS OF SAME-SEX AND CROSS-SEX CHOICES
WHICH WERE "BEST FRIE‘ND".'AND'_"NO"'I' A FRIEND"
- Bbys'~Friendship Chéices | . Girls' Friendship Choices A
‘,,V _ Proportions of . ProporfionS’of' ProportionS’of Proportions 6£
Teaqher / - boys who were: girls who were: - boys who wereé‘ ] girls who were:
| Best Mot a Best Not a Best Not a Best Not a
/ | friends friend ' friends friend | Friends friend Friends friend
 Rizzo | a9.13 © .8.08 | 26.6%  18.8%-| "9.7%  33.8% 63.2% 3.8%
 Reed .| 25.4 6.0 3.6 54.5 9.6 31.9 | 367 5.0
‘fffsibgoh.; 1 -45.0 18.0 | 30.0 27.1 | 9.7 33.e | 63.2 3.8
7';”ShYder | 8.9 5.6 43,6  28.2 '30.8 - 13.7 | 87.0 0.0
s metr | 7.3 106 | es.5  17.9 | 2500 222 | 547 7.7
. casey | 23.2 v 173 | 2.6, .37.8° 1.5  55.6 315 26.9 -
}Aj;Schusz | 7000 2.0 | - 00 185 ' 2.6 ¢ 56.4 | 51.2 - 10.7
’vﬁWarEen | 2.4 18.2 6.8 - 31.1 5.6 ' 39.2 . 66.9 2.5
. A1l | o . - B : | ' o
Classrooms | 42.7% 12.9% 19.9%  29.7% | 12.5% 33.4% 58,9% ©7.3%
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Cross-éexifriéndship chofces. The felatively low rates
of croSs-ééx imte;action were repeated in relatiVely low
rates of cross-sex "best friend" choices and fairly high
rates of cross-sex "not a friend" dgsignations. able VI-4
shows éhe proportion of same-sex gnd cross-sex 3hoicés that
were "best friend" and "nét a friend}"’; Overall; boys said
that 19.9% of the girls wgfé‘"bést friends" while they said '
that 42.7% bf other boys were "best friends/é They said
© that 29.7% ofthe girls vere ”not-a friehd/ﬁ compared with
only 12.9% of fhe boys whom they said wéré'“npt a friend." -
Boys tﬁeréfore identified about twice qﬁ many of the boys as

girls as best friends and said that oniy half as many of the

boys as compared -to girls were "not/é friend." Girls said

- T 2
Lo s g A
‘3_&,‘,.0» 3 -

. that 12.5% of the boys were "best f&bnds," while they éaid‘»
“that 58.9% of other girls were " est friends." Thus the'
rate“of»the best friehd choiteg“of other gifls was foqr
times;nigher than the rate og/best friend choices of boys.

: / R

Girls éaid_that 33.4%'of'th'fboys were "not a friend" and

ohly 7.3% of other girls yere "not a friend," or about. a !

_fourth the rate of theiy "not a friend" boy choices.

Both boys and gi ls weré much more likely to say that

-

same-sex rather thar/ opposite sex classmates were best . /.

friends. They were much less likely to say that same-sex

ng the choices of the boys and girls into a
single statdstic would be misleading. Some classrooms had .
rates of nonrespondents. Those who did

respond wére not necessarily equally divided by sex.

Table VI#4 indicates that boys and girls had quite




e

Girls made & strongerrdifferentiation_in their choices than
did boys. The reason for this is not clear. Furthermere,

although these'figurés seem to ;ndicate:that the girls

formed more cohes1ve groups than did the boys, the patterns
of peer group ties, whith will be exam1ned in Chapter VII, .

]

do not 'support this 1nterpretat;on.
, _ , '

DI s’g:_psm ON-

The amount &f cross-sex‘interaction in all classroo éi
was l1m1ted bgk some Had hlgher rates than others. ﬁy
look;ng at factars, which ed .to rélét1vely h1gher rates of
cross-sex ties, 1t is p0551ble to suggest cond1t1ons whlch
generally lead to increased rates of non-negative cross-sex
inte;action.‘ v - |

More than 60% of the students in Rizzo's, ,ibson‘s,.éng
§nyder's classroboms had at least one cross-sex/étrong t%é.
Half ar léss ;f the ch%ldren in thé other cl/sSrooms feil
‘into th1s category.’;The students in Rizzoy/, Gibson's and '

/i / . , .

/ ]
Squér s classrooms who haf cross-sex tieg had to overcome

/yather potent: barr1,rs reéultiﬁg from thte high visibility of

ex differences a stUdentg‘ different sets of interests
' , //, /based on sex. | /{ ; : ' -
N / Jan / ’ L4

, /'///" The 1nte5act10h model provides/ a useful framework to
explain the ary>ﬁ§ rates of crosg-sex ties. Higher rates

of qross sek 1nyéractlon qre likely to occur when classroom




A

against hiéh rates of positiVe_cross-sex'interaction

among chilaren, the "opportunity” component of the
yiﬁteracPion model miéht bétter be thought of 'in terms of
situations or cénditions under which boys and girls have
little choice but to interact with each other.) |

2) éreatg/j:mmon interests which aré strong endugh and
important -enough to overcome pre-existing differences
and‘barriers. |

3) Make ot@gf characteristics of children more visible,
thus decreésing the imbortance‘of sex as a
characteristic which defines similar types of children
with similar interests.

4) Make crosg-sex interaction rewarding. This would
involve a combipatién of making the rewards for cross-
sex iﬁteraction outweigh the social'costs of such
interaction and rgducing those costs.
 The three conditions which seemed to be the most

‘critical int determining which classroomslhad_relatively high

rates of cross-sex interaction were: L

a) the degree to which reading groups were important
bases of interaction;

'b) whether or not a classroom was multi-graded; and

c) whether or not children in the‘saﬁe grade, iﬁ
multi-graded classrooms, were seated together.

I will argue that some combination of these conditions we;é

respbnsible for the higher rates of cross-sex interaction in

three of the classrooms--Rizzo's, Gibson's, and Snyder's.

©
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) TABLE: VI~5

CROSS-SEX TIES WITHIN READING GROUPS

Teacher and % ' ' )
of students = % ‘of cross-sex Ratio of actual

. having at least strong ties to expected
one cross-sex whioh are in-group 1n}group cross-sex
strong tie - strong ties
Rizzo (73.9) : 46.2% | 3.1'
Gibson (64.0) - 57.1 2.4
Snyder (61.5) - | | -~
.Casey (50.0) —--% -
Reed (46.4) 18.2 . .72
Schultz (45.8) 71.4 - 2.7
Bell (40.7) 12,8 .65
warren (16.0) - 66.7 ~ 2.8

*It was not appropriate to investigate the effects of

reading groups on ties in these classrooms. \

Reading groups. As I described in Chapter V-, a
disproportionate number of the strong f%es in four
classrooms--Rizzofs, Gibson's, Schultz‘s, and warrenfs--were
between children in ;he same reading groups. This was
particularly true for students in the higher reading groups
io‘these classrooms. A substantial proportion of cross-sex
strong ties also were between students in the same reading

groups in these classrooms (see Table VIi-5). Furtherqore,
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TABLE VI-6

: CROSS-SEX STRONG TIES
WITHIN HIGH AND LOW READING GROUPS

/

s

Teacher and % % of cross-sex % of cross-sex
of students strong ties " strong ties
having at least which are between which are between
one cross-sex students in 'students in
strong tie _ high groups low groups

Rizzo (73.9) 66.7% 26.7%
 Gibson (64.0) 75,0 , 25,0

Snyder (61.5) -- | o —-x

CaSey (50.0) --% --%

Reed (46.4) | | 0.0 0.0
~ Schultz (45.8)  60.0 0.0

! §
Bell .(40,7) 100.0 0.0

Warren (16.0) ‘ 0.0 : 100.0

It was not appropriate to investigate the effects of
reading groups on ties in these classrooms.

most of the cross-sex strong ties were between students in

- the higher level groups (see Table VI-6),’? »

Rizzo's and Gibson's students, who had the highest

rates of in-group strong ties, also had the highest rates of

cross-sex strong ties. All the factors which encouraged

e cer e e !
"children in the same reading group to interact with each

other led boys and éifls within the same reading group to

3, The one exception was in Warren's classroom where
there were only three cross-sex strong ties. Two of them
were between children in the same reading group, but
between children in the lowest reading group.
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interact with one another. Not only did they'hqve the
opportunity to interact with each other, but théy often had
good reason to do so. They shared information about what to
do and how to do it. To the extent that it is,in ohildren{s
interests to interact with others in the same reading group,
it is in their interest to interact with boys and girls in
the same reading group. As interactions Qith others in the
reading group become more rewardingf so to does cross-sex
‘interact;on with others in the same reading groupl Reading
group membership.beoomes a-new and visible characteristic,
one which dilutes the importance of eex as a charﬁéteristic
.on which to base interection.‘ |

Membership ;n\the high'groupe were particularly
rewvarding. The pattern of.friendship choices indicated that
students in the high reading groups had high status. .
Students in the high reading groups also had a prxvxxeged
'relatlonshlp with the teacher, and in general, received many
rewards for doing well and remaining in the group. Studente
in the high groups had strong incentives for working with
others in their group and for g1v1ng mutual help and
support, perhaps a greater 1ncent1ve to do so than dxd
children in lower groups. Thus, for children in high
groups, group membership was highly vLsiblen conferred high

status, and created strong bonds of mutual interest. It is

not surprising that there were relatively high rates of

1

cross-sex interaction among children in the highest groups.

. .
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- multi-graded classroom, were 6nly slightly more likely to

"students in some of the single graded classrooms.

" 40% of the cross-sex strong tiés, slightly less than the

, expected rate, were between children i same grade.

‘Multi-graded classrooms. A substantially larger

proportion of students in three of the four multi-graded

\

classfooms--Rizzo's, Gibson's,. and §nyder's--had at least

one strong cross-sex tie than did the students in any of the

-single graded classrooms. Casey's students, in the fourth

have had at least one cross-sex strong tie than were

{

TABLE VI-7

CROSS-SEX STRONG TIES WITHIN GRADE LEVEL - -

Teacher and % oo » : :
of students - % of cross-sex Ratio of actual
_ having at_least .. stroag-ties ~ - to expected
one cros#rsex which are in-grade in-grade cross-sex
- strong tie \ strong ties
Rizzo (73.9) 100.0% 2.0
Gibson (64.0) 92.9 . 1.9
Snyder (61.5) 92.3 1.9
Casey (50.0) © 40,0 | .8

5

In Rizzo's, Gibsén's, and Snyder's classrooms
90% of all cross-sex strong ties were between children in

the same grade (see Table VI-7)., 1In Casey's classroom, only

In three of the classrooms, then, mixing children from

two grade levels seems to have increased the number of

. .
‘ . '
.~ g
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TABLE V1-8

OPORTION OF CLASS TIME SPENT IN ACTIVITIES
' IN WHICH CHILDREN WERE GROUPED BY GRADE
LEVEL AND BY ABILITY GROUP '

Proportion of time Proportion of time
‘ spent in activities| spent in activities| .
Teacher |which group children|which group children|Total
VA by grade level by ability level
GibéO' . 12.6 . 23.5 26.1
‘Snyder 32.0 ° _ 0.0 - |32.0
‘Caseyy) .9 12.4 13.3

children who had cross-sex interactionsﬁ' In a fourth multi-

graded ciassroom, this did not happenf For Rizzo's,

‘Gibson's, and Snyder's_studénﬁs, grade level competed with

sex as a base of common interest. These students spent a

considerable amount of time engaged in activities which

‘differentiated them by grade level (see Table VI-B)."' Not

only did such differentiation make grade level membership
visible, but it created opportunities for interaction-émong
members of the same grade level while ¥imiting opportuhities
for interaction among children of different grade levels.
Furthermore, in these classrooms a substantial proportion of
the studengs' work was assigned by‘grade level, Students

thus had many reasons to seek out others within their grade

v, AS noted earlier, divisions by reading level were
-also divisions by grade level in these classrooms.
X :
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level for ﬁélb and clarification ;f'assignments; 'This‘they
often did, S CL

| ‘StuAents in Casey's classroom sbent,élhost no time
grouped by grade level. Also, .they spent relatively little
time grouped by ability leveis.. Even when grobped‘by
ability levels, such differentiation did not divide the

students by grade level ‘as cleanly as it did in the three

“other multi-graded classrooms. A few of the sixth graders

were in therfifth_grade‘reading group. A fourts grade ,
réading group consisted of two sixth graderé‘ana‘éﬁo fifth
graders. Thus, in Céséj's Eiassfoom, grade level did not
proyide-the same impetus to cross-sex in;eraction“as it hid

in the bther’multi-graded classrooms. .Of course, Casey's

students, fifth-and sixth graders, .were older than the

children in the bther‘classrooms. Thig age difference may
account for the particular patpern'df peér relationé found
in Casey's classroom. The age facthr will be. discussed
further in Chapte; VII.

Seating arrangements. The students in Rizzo's and

Snyder's classrooms were seated by grade level. In Rizzo's

classroom second graders were assigned seats on one side. of

"the room and third graders were aésigned geats on the other

]

side of the room, Snyder's students sat around six large

round tables. The first graders sat at three of the tables

8

‘and the sécond graders sat at the other three tabﬁgs." The

IR Toward the end of the observation period Snyder

reassigned seats and some tables contained students from
both grades. Only a few observations occurred after these
reassignments. : ) *

68 175




/

:chlldren 1n G1bson s classroom were free to” sit wherever
~they chose and to change Seats whenever they chose. The

,chlldren in Casey s classroom were assrgned seats,zthough

£

. v , S : L - :

not by grade level. Casey changed the seating arrangement
-frequently'and oftenwtook‘students' des1res into account in.
* the seatlng assxgnments. Th1s resulted in some group1ng by

sex and some m1xed sex- seat1ng.

The fact that Rlzzo s and Snyder s students were seated

¥ °

accord1ng to grade level certa1nly 1ncreased the amount of

@

sln-grade 1nteractlon, and concom1tantly of cross sex

1nteractlon.' However, the data from the other classrooms

B .

1nd1cate that simply" seat1ng boys and g1rls near one’ another
is not enough to encourage h1gh levels of 1nteractlon among
them. In the four of the classrooms w1th the lowest 1evels

of cross-sex. interaction (none of wh1ch vere multl-graded)

P P

" children were ass1gned seats SO that boys and g1rls were

well d1spersed throughout the’ classroom. Boys and g1rls

“

seated near to each other wlll only 1nteract if they have

@

common 1nterests.1n dolng so. W1thout classroom created .

common 1nterests, boys and glrls Lnteracted w1th each other
A

only rarely, even 1f they were seated ‘next to each other.

g ' o ~
[ - . . »

= BT CONCLUSlON

It seems that any s1ngle factor--readlng group

LR

1mportance number of grade levels 1n the~classroom and

L R——

seat1ng ar angement--by 1tself ‘was not strong enough to

- create h;g levels of cross~sex 1ntenactlon. In Schultz's‘

i
«and Warren s classrooms readlng groups were 1mportant bases

R N . " ‘..
‘Dr * ' ) o

- '...'; 189 fﬁ?ﬁ - . | oﬁ.




of interaction;,yet there was relatiwely little cross-sex.
v interaction. Indeed; in Warren‘s classroomvthere were onlx"
. | vthree cross- -sex. strong ties in the whole class. vCasey‘s~ R
'uclass was -a- mult1 graded classroom in wh1ch ch11dren of the
same grade dia not sit ‘together, and read1ng group ass1gnment
‘ probably was not an 1mportant bas1s for 1nteractlon.v
G 'u Students in'this‘classroom’had“only'moderate rates of Cross4"
sex strong ties.‘ Students in all ofvthe.single graded,
1,classrooms were assigned seats so that boys and girls were
f.' . more:or‘leSS~evenly dispersed throughout the'roOm.fﬂNone of
: theselclassrooms had relatively-high numbers of students -7%};
.w1th at least one cross\sex.strong t1e. | : .

. B Apparently h1gh numbers: of students ‘had at least one

cross sex strong 'tie in mult1 graded classrooms 1n»wh1ch

-

grade level d1st1nctlons were prom1nent in class act1v1t1es
and in wh1ch seating arrangements and/or read1ng group

., ' ass1gnments encouraged high levels of cross-sex 1nteractlon.

. Rizzo's ‘classroom had the-largeSt proportlon of students

w1th at 1east one cross sex strong t1e. -In,th1s mult1-'

graded classroom, read1ng group membershjg'wasxan'important

,bas1s for 1nteractlon. In addition children were seated
accord1ng to their grade level. Gibson's classroom, which
had the second highest number of students w1th at least one

cross-sex strong tie, also was a mult1 graded classroom in

"which reéading group membersh1p was an 1mportant bas1s for

|
P . . 1nteractlon. The students in. this classroom, however,.were
[ free to sit wherever they wished. Snyder's students had. the

. . E . .
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stromg-t1e.' Th1s was a mu1t1 graded classroom in wh1ch
chlldren of each grade level were seated Separately..
"Read1ng group membershap probably was not-an 1mportant base‘

for. 1nteract10n in thls classroom.- o /'

;;th1rd h1ghest number of students with at leé/t one cross- sex

/

38

‘to those found among Bell's and Reed's students.v Snyder's

. It was not possible to examine the relat10nsh1pTZ
reading -group membership to ties in this classroom. e
indications are that the relatlonshlp was small, simj

classroom was in the same school as Bell's and Ree

Snyder's’ second graders vere regrouped and combingd with
other second ‘graders in the school for an hour of reading
“instruction each day. This. procedure decreased the
’ ’1mportance of reading group membership in Reed/s and -
Bell' s students and, probably, also 1n\Snyde//s.

-

v

—




Chapter VII

-PEER NETWORKS

\

The networks'that will beedeSCribed'in this~chapter are

’

; based on ‘the non- negat1ve 1nteractlon t1es that students had "

1npthe1r classrooms.' Four d1st1nct types of networks were
fOund lwﬁesevtypes are described and tge occurrence,of each'
type 1s l1nked to various classroom charactet1st1cs. First,
however, 1 d1scuss the patterns of peer networks described
in the sociometric literature and the basis of the
v"1nteract1on networks which are used to describe the peer

groups -in th1s study. I also’ note some factors wh1ch I found

to be related to patternS~of peer networks,
) o . o ] ‘ . . )
PREVIOUS RESEARCH ON’ PEER GROUP NETWORKS
Most of ‘the research on classroom networks has re11ed
v
on socmometrlc technigques. Researchers have used (and often
confused),four dimensions in describing patterns of peer

netWorks.

Degree of centrality. Gronlund (1959) descrioes the

,soc1ometr1c structure of a classroom as typ1cally hav1ng a
‘pOSLtlve skew. Some chlldren, the »stars,' rece1ve very
.hign numbersvof choices; Othersvare "above average"‘and
receive many choices..‘"Neglectees" receive onlf a few
choicesVand'ﬁisolates"'receive no choices. Schmuck'(19635'
- sees this pattern} which he calls a centralif structured

group, as one end of a continuum. ;The other end he calls a

. - |
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diffuseiy‘structuredféroup.v He describes these types as
follows: |

Centrally structured peer groups are characterlzed by a
: large number of pupils who agree in selecting only a
. - small cluster of their classmates as pupils they like.
" Along ‘this narrow focus on a small number of pupils,
-many other pupils are neglected entirely. Diffusely
- structured peer groups, on the other hand, are
distinguished by a more equal dlstrlbutlon of liking
choices; by no distinct subgroups whose members receive
"a large proportion of preference; and by fewer entmrely
neglected puplls (p. 341).

-Clxguxshness. Peer structures have been deScrxbed in

terms of the number, size and comp051t10n of " clxques.w (See,

¢
¢

for example, Harary and Ross, 1957 and Nash 1973). The

notlon of cliques often is contalned 1n dlscu551ons of

dlffuseness and centrallty., Yet, cllqu1shness and degree of

centrality are independent d1men51ons; A classroom in whmch_

all students are members of clxques mlght produce a dlffuse

pattern of" fr1endsh1p choices in Fhe sense that fr1endsh1p

"choices are evenly dlstrlbuted within each cllque. Thus al&

- ~.

students in the'class,would rece1ve.about the/same number of

St

fr1endsh1p choxces. * A classroom in which there are no:

,/

cllques mlght be centraliy structured wlth several ‘stars and

-

a number of 1solates. re C ', . ‘ /

Amount of Cross- group 1nteract10n. A tbird dimension.

along whlch classroom peer networks have been descrlbed

v"~

A,concerns the extent to whigh members of dﬁfferent groups

3

" choose each other as,frlends. For. exampIe, some stud1es

v . K -

" 34 The term "diffuse"” as used by ‘Schmuck 1mp11es both

”_fa laqg -of centrality and a lack of cliques. I_w111 use .
diffu e to only mean a lack of centralxty. ‘ -
’ T BRI 18‘) ' 2 - ST

173



/each other as frAends (S1ngLeton and Asher, 1977 and

/f Hansell and Slav1n, 1979).' Any group membershlp could be h

examlned as a ba51s for fr1endsh1p.h In chapter v and V1 of T e
/ if thxs report I examined w1th1n read1ng group and cross sex LR
. " S o 'i'.,j 'v? : ‘
1nteractlons and fr1endsh1p cho1ces. o 'E o ;; L

X g \ “" ST Ty

/ Stab111tz F1nally, a fourth dxmens1on concerns the ;;‘ gﬁdf
stablllty of the peer network.‘ Gronlund (1959) repOrts that |
) :' ’ most Stud1es have found that the soc1al strucgure of peer

: “955);

groups is qu1te stable.e Howeverh Gl1dewell et a

evtypzcal ﬂ‘

’ t

elat1onsth, mlght st1ll mean that many.. chlldren make

s - .
DIV Lk

u N
»

AR ) frequent changes in the1r frlendshxp cho1ces.

There are a number of problems with the\patternsfﬁv
descrabed 1n the 11terature. Much of thls work.tends,__,

over51mpl1fy the connectlons among students.ﬂ Hallznan Qn~

vl

\soclometrlc research are based on a dlstr1butlon of choaces

4 - ‘e I

recexved and the number of mutual dyads.k~ More complex . S

v 4+ \0‘

patterns 1nvolv1ng tr1ads and larger groupxngs are often

neglected.e Even the research wh1ch exam1nes cl1gues usually

falls to lOok for connections among cllques. : d' L e

5

: e Lot - o g v L e v
. . o Co . Nt A
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'dnnec ons among students have been overs1mpl1f1ed ﬁn' »
o/ [ . S o "/’ . ‘ " 44 , N
vanothervsf’se. They are: seen as‘e1ther present or absent v
Students'é1ther choose a part;ﬂulat other or they do not y

'choos7/that other- they are e1ther work partners or they are
.not gork partners. At ‘best ch1ldren can/be ”best fr1ends,
5 "f//ends,” or "not a fr1end L (In fact even when cho1ces.‘

/; not d1chotomous,~only the extremes are usually o o

- Y "
¢ . AT o | -

A ana}yzed.)‘ Students do: have connect1ons of varylng strength

-

'_wlth others.' As th1s report wx&l show, peer networks are

T & much more complex than those generated by dlchotomous
. . R N S

,mmeasures. e "‘, -__51~,v‘ e .~-' im0

- -

. : . . SUIE R . ‘ B
- N LN . . Coe

. ) Research on peer networks conta1ns the.amp11c1t
L h

o

I T assumptlon that chlldren snreports Of fr1ends, cho1ces of

[

7 S o seat1ng patternsl pIEferred workmates, etc., can be used to.f ;

.

infer 1nteractlon patterns. As Karwezt (1976) notes, "The

"‘use of soc1ometr1c techn1ques to de5cr1be thekgqitern‘of

T N ~
N b

1nteract1on among students has peen a long and continuing

N

trad1tlon Ln soc;al psyphology. Patterns of peer_

mlsleadxng

¢

}; . - 75. report soéiometric status does not pr dict 1nteract1op

patterns very well The data ‘show that some 1nd1v1duals who
B]

—recelve many "best frlend" cholces are behav1oral 1solates.

".._ H y

| Other students rece1ve few “best frlend" ChOlceS and many -

not a- Er1end" cholces but have a h1gh number of non-

i

-Hf negatlve ;nteract1ons w1th other students 1n thear .
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classrooms. Although‘these students' are sociometri ‘ .,\f

.
~ R

1solates, they are by no means behav1oral 1solates. 1' ;oo

N

Hall1nan (1976) criticized much of the research on

"

impact’ ‘on student fr1endsh1ps.A Most - stud1es of fr1e dship

classrooms and have found what Hallinan calls h1e arch'cal

/ p

/ /

that the d15tr1but1on of friendship cho1ces in/oped . %7

classrooms was less skewed than 1n trad1t1on 1 ¢ assrooms.

/

of their class at»some polnt dur1n the year. In the A ] ;/

classrooms in wh1ch a rec1tat10n {ormat predomlnated
-ch1ldren formed cllques ea;ly Ln the school year a 6 ‘b . //
ma1nta1ned them for the rest of the year.; These cliques
'were homogeneous in terms of the ab111ty level- of theA
students. o . S ﬁ)/ o /
As Bossert s work 1nd1cates, classro Mms do’ not s;mply
.vary from "open" to’ "trad1t1onal" along a two d1men51onal
scale. The actyv;ty structures can vAary 1ndependently along

several d1mens1ons. These p0551bl' var1atlons, along w1th

p
other classroom var1at1ons (to b d1scussed later) mean that

4
/
»
7/
g

patterns (Schmuck s' s centrally structured typey S e/ﬁound.
/

e,




there are, potent ally, many types of classrooms.
‘Therefore, the\ elationship between activ1ty structures and
the peer group patterns is not’ a 51mple “as R varies, y

w

varies" type elationship and q’more complex type of

4

relationshi needs to be exp%gred.

DESCRIBING PEER NETWORKS

The/ patterns of‘peen/networks described in this chapter
are based on the non-n%éative interactions among the?"
studefits.” As I diScuﬁged in Chapter III,'interactﬁénvties
of vvrious strength/@ere calculated for all pairs of
stydents in each olassroom., Based on :these dyadic ties, an
interaction mea;ﬁre somewhat analogous to the Degree of
/Centrality was calculated for_each classroom. Based on the
lstrength of vies that each child‘had with all other
chiIdren, 1nteraction maps of each classroom vwere generated.
These maps make it pepssible to examine networks which are
more complex, but mbdre realistic, than those based just on
‘dyadic measures‘and/or measures of the simple presence of
absence of a connection between children. Also, the maps

can be used to examine the number, size, and composition of

/
cliques as well as the relationship of cliques to one-

’r

’,'/amother.

’ &, I described cross-sex and cross-Teading group

. interactions.in previous chapters, Tney are considered'
again here as they relate to otherbdi ﬁsions. The nature
of the data made itgdifficult to;examg:e the stabi}ityoof

b Ny
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the 1nteract1on patterns,?’ This‘dé;ension is not considered
in this neport.

Connectednessvg£ students in the peer group

. . Ties ranged in strength from 1 to B. A value of 0

indicated the absence of any gie or interaction between two

children. -Ties of strength 1 through 4 were combined and

: .désignatéd as "weak" ties. Ties with strengths of S@through {

‘ v 4 2
8. were combined and designated as "strong" ties. Pgtterns

or gBBnectédness were detérminéd‘by using the number of
strong and weak ties rhat stuaenrs had. This measure is
sshewhat anaiogous to the Degree of Centrality, but it is
more complex., Half of the students in all the classrooms
.had strong ties with four or hore_of their classmates. They
vere rated'"high"'oswthe,"s;rong tigs" dimension. The other
" half of theustudehts,'who had strohg ties with less than
_four of ¢t eir classmates, were rated as,"léw" on this

dimension. A similar division was made .0f students having

""high" andkflow” numbers of weak ties.’

T.It was.partxcularly dxffxcult to measure stab1l1ty
in a'way which made comparisons between:classrooms
meaningful. In some classrooms ‘observations were -

"distributed over six months while in others only over two
months. A comparison of the ties during the first half of
the aobservation with the..second half would lead to quite
different comparxsons in each classroom.  There were too few
observations :in any month to make a mogphﬁto month
comparison meanxngful Furthermore, in” some classrooms most
of the abservations were during the fall and in others most,
were during the spring. The stability of the peer groups
might well differ early in the school year compared with
later in the term. g ‘ - .

’% ,The rate of weak ties was greater in the classrooms -
which had Jore hours of Qbservat1ons. In calculatxng weak
ties dnly ch1ldren having at least two interactions with

» . ,
) o ‘g




TABLE VII-1

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS WITH HIGH NUMBERS OF

L . MEAN NUMBER OF STRONG AND WEAK TIES AND ' “
STRONG TIES AND HIGH NUMBERS OF WEAK TIES

S

~ : ‘ . " Proportion of Proportion of
Peer Network Mean Number ~ Mean Number Students with Students With
Structure Teacher of of - . High Numbers. High-Numbers
. ' Strong Ties Weak Ties of Strong Ties of Weak Ties
Centrally Bell 2.7 . 6.4 29.6% 62.9%
structured Co 4 ' ,
peer group ~ Reed 2.8 4.5 39,3 28.6
Integrated Casey 3.9 - . 6.0 . 60.7 . 75.0
peer } , oo | e
‘" group Gibson = 4.4 . 6.6 . 62.5 ‘ 64.1
~  Two loosely ‘Schultz 3.8 , 4.5 50.0 , 66.7
' connected - _ - , : - : .
groups . Warren . 3.8 6.5 : 56.0 o 56.0
[ \ i “‘ . N I
Chain of , - Rizzo 2.9 , 3.0 34.8 : 21.7
connected , : : . ,
individuals and Snyder 4.0 3.2 1 65.4 . 19.2

small groups . : ‘ . .
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Table VII-T shows the proporgion of Studentg in each
classroom who had "High"‘and "low" number of .strong and weak
tig$, Also shown are mean number pilstroﬁg andAweak ties
fo; students in each classroom. (Classrooms are groﬁped in
this and the next tabie accbrding'to a typology dfstus§edl~'
later in thi's chapter.) | ‘ | |

A child couid be "high" onrone‘dimgnSioﬁ and "low" on
the otﬁer. This means that there §fe four possible
dombinationé_of ;atings'khigh-high, high-iow, 1ow§high, and
low-low). Table_QII-2 shp%s fhe proportion of children in
each classrbom who‘were in each ;ategqrf. Those children
who had a low number of weék ties ahé a low number ‘of strong'w
ties werg peripheral studénts. Most peripherals had at‘
leést 6ne, ﬁwo and occasionélly three strong ties with other
children. -Studen;s who had a low number of strong ties-but
a high number of wéak-t%és were floaterg; Thgy had sbme
interaction with many others but only had a few strong §;e§f

v

The children who-had!few weak ties' but many strong“tié

s were .
anchored. They had strong connections with'sgvéfal (four or
more) ‘other children, but limited most of -their interactions

to just thbsévqthers. Children whéﬁhéd manvaeak ties and

each other during the observation perjod could have weak
ties with each other. In'classroomg which had more hours of
observations it was more likely that more pairs” of children
fell into this category. In the classrooms in which 30
hours of observations were conducted half the children had 6
or more weak ties and are labeled "high" on this dimension.
In the ciassrooms in which 20 hours of observations were
conducted, half the children had five or ‘more weak ties and
were labeled "high". In the classrooms which had only 10
hours of observationsg half the c¢hildren had 4 or m%ﬂe weak
ties and are labeled "high" on this dimension. p éf

-“
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many'stroﬁgfties were central figures in the peer group.

PROPORTION OF STUDENTS WHO WERE PERIPHEﬁAL)fﬁj

{ TABLE VII-2

- &

They interacted with a wide vérieby of others.

/

."" ’

_ ANCHORED, FLOATERS, AND CENTRAL IN THEIR.~

~

- RELATIONSHIP TO THE PEER GROUP.ffM/

Teacher \Pgripheral Anchored Eloaters’ ‘Centrals
Bell - 33, 3% 3.7% 37.0% 26.0%
_Reed TR 25.0 1.3 7 T
Casey 14.3 "10.7 25.0 50.0
Gibbon 16.7 29.2 . 30.8  33.3
Schultz ~ ~ 12.5 20.8 37.5 29.2
warren' | 24.0 20.0 ", 20.0 36,0
Rjzzo ',52.2‘ 26.1 13.0 '8.7*h
Snyder 23.1 57.7 11,5 7.7

. Two édéitional categories are shown in Table VII-3,

the peripheral and central categories.

Isolates and bridges are subgroups at thevextreme'endé of

Few students were

truly isolated in the sénse that they had no strong ties and

few weak ties.
isolated in any ¢élassroom.
nbt such qhiidreh.

ties and few weak ties were considered isolates.’’

One, and at most two, children were truly
In some classrooms there were

Students who had two or fewer strong

-3-

'Y, Twenty-five pérdent of the students had two of fewer
strong. ties. For reasons noted earlier the number of weak
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TABLE VII-3-

4 PROPORTION OF STUDENTS
WHO WERE ISOLATES AND BRIDGES.

Teacher Isolatés , Bridges

Bell | 14.8% 7.4%

Reed . 25.0 ) 3.6

Casey : 7.1 : 21.4

Gibson | 4.2 " 20.8

Schultz ~ 4.2 ~ 12.5 |
Warren : 8.0 . ) 8.0

Rizzo - | 12.5 | e 0

Snyder | 0 “ 0

Some of the central students had an exceptionally high
number of strqng énd weak ties with others. They were true
bridges in the sense that they connected many different

~children and groups of ¢hildren. Students who had five or
more strong ties and many weak ties were considered bridge

students. '’

ties that students had was likely to vary systematically

with the number of hours of observation. The number of weak

ties for the isolates was determined by finding the number

of weak ties students had in the lower guartile of all the
classrooms with the same number of hours observation. 1In

the 30 hour classrooms the limit was four weak ties. ' .In the

20 and 10 hour classrooms the limit was two weak ties. .

+o Twenty-five percent of the students had five or more
strong ties. In the 30 hour classrooms about 25% of the -
students had eight or more weak t¥es. In the 10 and 20 hour

18219
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AE‘QP 5 networks . - |
Ma s.of'peer networks based on computer- generated

p1ctures of\the peer group which take into account ties of

all strengths.*' Only strong ties are drawn én the maps.

SOlld lines 1nd1cate very. strong ties (strengths of 7 and

'8). Dotted lines indicate moderately strong ties (strengthsA

of 5 and 6). )

U

o

These maps can be thought of as photographs in which

@

‘the camera is set up and the shutter left open for- long

periods of time.

etches a faint line on the picture.

Each interaction between .two chﬁldreh

Many interactions

between the ‘same children create a strong connection,.the

solid lines on the maps.

less frequently show up with a faint;connection, the dotted

lines on the maps.

Children ‘who interact somewhat

The connections‘betweeﬁ children’who

o«

interact rarely but regularly with each other and between

children who interact with each other several times over a

-short period of time appear as weak ties,

No lines are

drawn on the map showing these weak connections, but they

Ve

are taken into account-in the placement:of students on the

maps.

.

'Y

The further & studeng is from other students, the fewer

1 -

'

' connections that student has with those students,

Students

classrooms about 25% of the students had six or more weak -

ties.,

[

.A program called MINISSA was used to generate these

pictures. A full description of this procedure can be found

in Chapter 1III.

1
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~on the periphery of ‘the maps. also are. on the perlphery of

"their peer group. Clusters of students 1nd1cate cohes1ve
groups with students having many ties within 'the' group. 'The:
tighter the cluster, the more tjes/there are within'the :
group and the more cohes1ve is the group. | '

These maps can be used to identify cl1ques. . Any
cluster of students could be cons1dered a cl1que. Hawever;
in order to compare classrooms in terms of the number, 51ze

.'and composition'of cliques, a'gtoup of*students(are

'consideredva clique if.they are: o ‘f | |

a) two students who have a strong tie with eacu other and
are isolated‘from otper students; *° . o
o)' three or more students who are clustered togetherlonAthe

map and each student has at least two strong ties with

a

"other members of the cluster.

"Explaining Patterns of Peer Networks

) | The components of the interaction model-provide a
useful framework for explaining why particular patterus
appear in each classroom. on one side of the model.isv
"opportunities for interaction".l Opportunities for

N

interaction are affected'by the activity structures, seating.
'arrangement, and teacher created and enforced rules about
movement and.talking\in the classroom. Activities which
allow for high~rates of interactionvand movement. around the
classroom are likely to permit students to interact with a
wide'range of others. Activities which‘group‘chlldren'limitf

interaction to those within the particular groups., Students

" 184
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seated néar one another have gréater\oppbrtunities to‘
interact with one other fhan'dq those seated far apart. -
Frequent changes in th-seé:ing arrangement put-many more
students idfo éiose proximity with one another and therefore
encourage multiple ties. Sﬁudents in flassrooms in which
teachers make and enforce ruiés which limit the amount of
movement and talking are likely to have relatively few ties.
The other,siée of the interaction mo@el con;ainS"the

primary component of "interest." StudentsAate likely to .

interact with those with whom it is in their interest to do

so, -either ihstrumentally (to=obtain~resou;ces such as >
materials, information, etc.)” or because of shared interest
(including friendship). Student characteristics become
”iqportant bases of interest to the extent that they, are
visible and valued. Activity structures affeqt bases of
interest to the extent that they create and/orvmaintain,
such'chafacteristics and make}them_for allow them to
continue to be) visible and highly valued. ‘Hallinan (1976)
contends thqt in open classrooms: |

...the frequent interaction among students and the -
‘diversity of their activities probably alter the
compgonents of status and stimulate the development of a
number of different status systems. The wide variety
of activities would be expected to increase the
probability that every child will succeed in at least
one activity, which decreases the number of social '
isolates and neglectees. At the same time, one would
think that the likelihood of a child excelling in all
activities or perfectly adhering to all of the group's
norms is small, reducing the potential number of

Y, sociometric stars. Conseguently, a less skewed

., hierarchical distribution of friendskKip choices is

‘expected in the open classroom (Hallinan, p.257).

P
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- structures, seating arrangements, teachers and students. It

"one or another peer'network pattern.

In the language 1 am using here, children in classrooms

which. have task structures with rew&rd structures that -

[y

[

"stimulate a number of different status systems" will have
- .
multiple interests on which to base their interactions.
Eaéh classroom has_ 1ts un1que‘blend of activity

o

is the combination of a variety of factors which leads to

[

P

&

DESCRIPTE/N@IAN ANALYSES OF THE PEER NETWORK

Four different patterns!of peer networks are ev1dent in
the peer grgup maps. The peer groubs in Bell's and Reed 5 .
classrooms were centrally structured. In each of these
classrooms there was a central core of students with'many
strong ties who were surrounded by a serieshof r{ngs,oﬁ ever
more peripheral students. The peer grdups in Gibson's,and‘
Casey's classrooms were integrated. Mest students had
connections with many other students ahd there were
relativéfy few peripheral children. Schultz and Warren had
twe relatively cohesive same-sex groups which uere loosely
connected with one another. The neer groups in Rizzo's and
Snyder's classrooms resembled a chain, with a series of
individuals and sma;l groups‘connected to one another.nm

1 d}scuss'each of these types in turn and examine

‘ -~

patterns of'COnneEtedness and cliques in each type. 1 then

analyze the classroom features which generated each pattern.

L4
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Centrally structured pee groups:
Bell's and Reea's classrooms

Bell's and Reed ) qlassrooms had centrally structured
- peer groups. In both classrooms there was a core set of
'childrehjwith many strong ties. The further a chilo vwas
from'the core, the fewer strong. ties she or he had. There
| was an outer ring of peripheral children in each of these
classrooms. The fxgures 1n Tables VII 2 and VII- 3 support
thisedesoription.‘ Bell and Reed had relatively high mumbers
of peripheral students and the highest numbers of isolates,
of any'of the classrooms in the study. 'fhey had relatively
\ |

few central and ‘bridge students.

The network maps show that Bell's students were N N—

cluotered together more tightly than were Reed's students.
This indicates that the peer group in Bell's class was

. somewhat more cohesive than was the one in Reed's. The

i figures in Tables VII-2 and VI}-3 indicate that there were

| fewer peripheral and isolated studemts in Bell's room than
in Reed's 'and more central and bridge students.

There is little(evidence'that cligques werJLimportant
}components of the piﬁr'group structure in either classroom.
In Bell's class there were many three person groupings (most
of which were sameisex) which were strongly connected with
one another. There was a single clique of three girls, all

‘ of whom had very strong ties with one another. However,
ech>tliQue member had strong ties with many others. There '
was one pair of boys who formed a relatively 1solated two

person cligue. In Reed's class there was one clxque of

1
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Bell's class . : s
) : Circles=girls

i ' | = Trianglessboeys

Reading group .

‘low

mid-low
mid
mid-high

high | '

ok o PO

~
PAVRS
( Ties 3-8 S
-{Coefficient of a}ienation‘= 0.10617
Kruskal's stress = 0708721
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Circles=spitls
Trianples boys

‘Reading group

O low
A mid=low
@ mid
A mid-high

high

”‘i\\sgted's class

Ties 1-8

Coefficient of alienation = 0.1&805
Kruskal's stress = 0,09592
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three girls in which allichildren had very strong ties with

‘one another. As with the cliques of g1rls in Bell's class,
the students in ‘this group all had strong ties with many

others and the group was, therefore» not an isolated clique,

As was 1ndicated in Chapter VI, relatively few of

x Bell 8 and Reed's students had strong cross-sex ties. Again
‘this is ev1dent in the peer group maps. A few students ‘h

each classroom had most of the cross-sex connectiohs and

were bridges between thelall-girl groups. Most of ths girls

in Reed's class are on the right side of the map, and most

of the boys are on the left side. 1In Bell's class a band of"

boys crosses a band of girls. Figure VII-1 depicts the

. relationship of the boys and girls in these classrooms.

Consistent with the findings in chsbter V, the maps
indicate that reading group membership of Bell's ‘and Reed's
students were unrelated to their‘interaction patterns. The
ohly minor exception to this was a cluster of mid-group
girls in Bell's class.

Analysis
" About a third of the time in Bell's and Reed's
classrooms was spent in large group activfties. When
students worked individually (during class-task activities),
they all were doing the same sork at ‘the same time. There
was virtually no time speht in multi;task activities., These
activity patterns resemble patterns typissl of those in so
called traditional classrooms. ‘Th:'centrally sttuctured

peer groups in Bell's and Reed's classrooms also were

1
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similar to_fhose described in the sociometricﬁ}itefﬁture'a§
typical of traditional glassrobmgf The explanation of why
sucﬁ patterns curred in Bell's and Rgédﬂé‘classrooms also
AEEEQééwéo explain why such patterns occur in most -

traditional'classroomé.

TABLE VII-4

PORTION. OF DAY SPENT IN VARIOUS ACTIVITIES

4

, "Fﬂf Multi—taék ' Grouped Grouped
S Large and ) by by
- Teacher - Group Non-academic Academicy  Grade
B class-task Level  Level
Beil 30.8% 3.7%  12.3%
Reed 35.6 15.5° 17.5
 Gibson  20.0 38.9 23.5 12.7
Casey . 26.1 28.3 12.4 .9
Warren  26.8 ~  18:7 21.9
Schultz . % (24.1) . . (22.8 .
‘Rizzo  20.6 23.5 33.1—_  16.6
B ) _ ! \\\\ ,

, Opportunity for -interaction. Students in Bell's and

Reed's ciéssrdoms spent a relatively large propQrtidn of

their time engaged in large group aétivities, activitiés."
| which provided only limited oppoftunities for interaction;
v.They spent reléfively small amouﬁté bf fime engaged’ in

multi-task and non-academic‘class~task activities,

L]
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activities'during which students are likely to have many
opportunities to-interact freely with others. (See Table
VII-4 ) Although'ﬂeli's students seent‘a relatively high

proport1on of t1me engaged in academ1c class task

' act1v1t1es, Bell effect1ve1y enforqed rules against talking.

“and movement dur1ng such act1v1t1es._ Thus, stué?ﬁtg\h;d A
11m1ted opportun1t1es for 1nteract1on in these classro ms,

and, as Tables vIii-1. and VII- 2 show, most students had low

numbers of strong ties. -Most studénts were therefore found

'

in one or another of the per1phera1 rings in the peer‘t

.network. A few students, however, had many strong t1es and

are centrally located in the peer network. For the most

4

part (part1cu1ar1y in Bell's room) these students were the

rule’ breakers. 2 They were the ones who often were out- of

o

their Seats; and;they often were repr1manded2w They are the

‘ones who interact withyp h rs despite constraints byvthe

-

activity and by the teacher.

e

It is worth noting that Bell's students were the 1ea§t

Ty

11ke1y to have the1r strong ties w;th those seated close to
them. Only 43 2% of the strong t1es were between students \
who sat ‘'near one another during at least one of the

observat ions. This is an indication of the effectiVeness of

the teacher's enforcement of the rules. Strong ties are

indicative of interactions which occurred during times when.

T

) ‘ , v

+2 That these students were the rule-breakers was

po1nted out té6 me by the observer in these classrooms. This

interpretation is conf1rmed by 1nformat1on in the f1e1d
nOtES. ‘ s A

/ \ '
'
vl ’
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. students uerernot:required to be in their seats or between

,students who were not obedient to the teacher rules. -

_Interest, visibility, and‘reward structure. The.reward
structure in these classrooms encouragedkcompetition between
lindividual children and discouraged,cooperation.» The large
o amounts of t1me spent 1n large group act1v1t1esymade
:performance and evaluat1on h1ghly publlc and comparable.
A | Compet1t1on was further encouraged by hanglng "the best":
papers on the walls. Reed even held contests in which
|  students voted on "the best" draw1n&§. o , S
. Reading- group membershlp was not pa t1cularly v1s1ble"
.or sallent 1n either of these classrooms. The procedure by
which all students on the grade level were reassigned for
the daily'reading period lessened the visibility of reading
group membership. Furthermore, since all reading wo .
done during the readlng hour, students W1th1n the’;Z£§:ijf::)
lreadlng group had llttle cause to seek one another out for |
T help or guidance at other times during the school day.
R , Hallinan's (1976) and Bossert's (1979) work indicate

‘that a competitive environment leads to hierarchically

1
i

‘structured peex groups. The peer groups in their studies -
were divided by academic ability. Since the pattern of ties
\:;7 ‘ in Bell's and Reed's classrooms do not seem to be affected
‘;by reading group membership (and hence not By academic
ability), the competitive system seems to create a centrally
structured group in a different manner than is indicated hy'

Hallinan or Bossert. ~Competition discourages the -~ —

- .
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zcooperative types of activities that allow students to

discover and create common interests on which to base

N

relationships with a variety of others. Instead, students
become locked into relat10nsh1ps with just a few others.

The character1st1c that rema1ned as the primary bas1s

.. of common interest was students! sex. _There were no reasons . .

N ' , .
- for students to cross the powerful sex barrier in’either

Bell's or Reed's classroom. No other student R
characteristics became v1s1ble and Valued enough for
students to abandon patterns of same-sex 1nteract10n.

Integrated Peer Groups°
‘Gibson's and Ca Casey 3 classrooms

-

The peer groups in Gibson's and Casey's classrooms were
d1ffusely structured. Most students were well integrated
1nto the .peer group and had t1es with many others. Although
there were several sub groups w1th1n the peer networks, most
groups were closely connected w1th one another.

Tables VII—1 VIiI-2 and VII-3 support the description
of these peer grgups as being well 1ntegrated At least 60%.
of the students in these classrooms had high numbers of
strong ties. In qgﬁgon s‘classroom 64.1% of the students
had high numbers of weak ties:and in Casey's classroom 75%
of the students had high numbers of weak ties. One third of

Gibson's studentsland fully half of Casey's students had

\\\\\\high numbers of both weak and strong ties. These classrooms

had the highest proportions of}bridge students of -any of the
classrooms while relatively few students were peripheral or

isolated. : ' . s




v

- . ; , .
There were no cliques of three or more persons 1in

| Gibson's ciass, and there was oniy 6he‘twd-personvclique
(two“girls)‘which“has relatibely isoleted from'the rest of
" thé peer network In Casey' s class there were four c11ques
wzth three or more people in them, (four fifth grade boys,"

. three sxgth.g:ede-hoys, three s;xth grade glrls, and three
fifth grade girls)."'Only the group ofithree sixth grade

,gxrls was isolated from the rest of the peer group. '

‘ Desp1te the hzgh level of 1ntegrat1on, the peer groups
were clearly divided by sex." In Casey's class all the girls
.are on the top part of the map, and all the boys are on the
1ower half. 1In Gibson' s class most of the g1rls are on the

'A-right side of the map, and most of the boys are on the left
side} wThe relatihnships of the boys' and girlé' groups are
depicted in Figure V1I-2., Although the groups were -
‘identifiable, there were many strong ties connecting the
groups. As discussed earlier ih this report, Gibson's

* students had relatively high rates of cross-sex ties.*
Casey's students had a moderate amount of cross-sex ties.

-.The strong relationship between reading group
membershipxand.strong ties in Gibson's class was discussed

}in Chapter V. -That relationship is again evident on the map

”%f the peer network,. A cluster of hi;h-level second
graders is closely connected to a cluster-of high-level
first'gtaders. Clearly, many of the cross-sex ties were
between students ‘in the same readzng group, part1cu1ar1y

those in the high groups.

Coet 1980
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Reading group
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Casey's class

L4

Key

Circles=girls
Triangles=boys

(Grade level

(::) Sth grade |, ;
A 6th grade
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gy
The relationship betwéén grade level and croés-sex tigs
is quite distinctive ip'Casey;s class.*? The fifth gféde
boys are clustered togethérch)the‘bottom of the map. All
of their out-going strohg.tﬁes were the sixth grade boys. |
\\Kmhgy had no strong ties with girls of either level. The
fi ch grade girls are spread along the fopﬁbf'the map: They
were well connected by strong'ties‘with/one another. Most
of their out-group ties were with sixth grade boys. '%hey
“had two ?ﬁrdﬁg'ties with sixth grade‘gi;1s,I,The wide
geparat{o;.onfthe map between the fifth grade: boy and inl
\qroups indicates that no£ only were there no streng ties
connecting these groups, but there.wefe few weak ties 4
connecting them, |
Three of the sixth grade girls formed an exclusive
cligue. Only one of them had even one strong tiq\wifh
anyone else in the class. Th? other three sixth grade girls
had étrong ties with eﬁ?h other, with sixth grade boys, and
with fifth grade girls. The sixth grad;-boys had the most

wide ranging ties,. They had connections with members of all

other groups in the classroom.
: ~.

~.

Analysis ~o
“ 4
The students in Gibson's and Casey's classrooms spent
the .largest proportions ot)time engaged in multi-task |

activities of any of the eight'clasérooms. The integrated

Y

+3 ,Reading groups tended to parallel grade level in
Casey™ class. A few sixth graders were in the fifth grade
reading group. Two fifth graders and two sixth graders
comprised a fourth grade reading group.
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peer network in these classrooms is, in some ways, similar

to those found by Hallinan (1976) in open classrooms and by
Bossert (1979) in classrooms wirh'high rates of multi-task
and class-task activities. However, in Glbson s and Casey's
classrooms it was the combination of activzty structures and
the teacher's permissiveness about student movement and
inféraction within multi-graded classrooms which led to the \
degree of integration amoné students which did‘occur.‘

The analysis of the peer networks in Schultz's and
‘,ﬁorren's classrooms suggest that it was the multi-grade |
dimension\ok\?;bson s and Casey's classrooms which was the
cr1t1cal factor lead1ng to a relatzvely high degree of
cross-sex interaction. Schultz‘and Warren had single graded
‘olassrooms with relatively high sates of multi-task and.
class-task activities. ‘fhe toachers‘allowed the students to
have considerable'freedom of movement. Yet, the boys and

ié&’ in these classrooms formed distinctly soparate groups,
a gh most of the students were well 1ntegrated 1nto \
the1r respective groups. : o 'y '

The analyszs of the peer network 1n Rigzo's classroom
shows the 1mportance of teacher perm1ss1veness in creat1ng a
‘well 1ntegrated group. In this multi- graded classroom,
students spent a relatively high amount of time engaged in
multi-task and class-tosk activities. But the téaoher.
permitted very 1ittlo movement, and the peer group in this

classroom was not well integratod.
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_gportunxtxes for 1nteractxon. Stddent

in Caséy“s-éhd

¢ beson s ¢lassrooms spent a large proportxon of their time
engaged in actxvxties which gave them phe opportunity to
interact with a wide variety of others. They had the
‘ larggst‘pzoportions of time spent in'muiii;task activities
and non-academic class-task activities of any classroom in
the study. 1In addition, ﬁhe'tgaphe;s in bofh these
/ classrooms usually allowed étudqﬁﬁs to interact freely
during academic class-task adli%ities. Thus, in Gibson's
) room 58.6% of class time was sa&nt in acti ities allowing
free 1nteractxog and in Casey's room 54 .,3% of the time was
spent in such activities. When free time activities were
added, nearly two thirds of class time in these classrooms

was spent in activities allowing high levels of interaction.

The fact that 60% or more of the students in these
classrooms had high numbé}s.of strong ties is directly
attributable to the high rates of these activities. The
- integrated’beer networks were made possible because so many
'students had high numbers of strong ties.
Students in beson 8 class could sit wherever they

chose and change seats at any time. Studeqts usually sat o

near f;iends,‘though the seating pattern was confiﬁually
chaﬁging. Students working on a project together, or doing
the same‘reading or math assignment, sat~together
temporarily to help one anothér. When the task was * -ﬂ

completed, they moved and sat elsewhere.

“f




, ' Casey essigned seats to her students,’ She ﬂ:ﬁb l@ur
"'major seatzng reassignments durxng the months of
observatxon.} Cesey said that she togk students' desires
into'aceount in her asszgnment of eeats but that she
gsometimes segted students together whom she thought would be
"good" for eact other. Although 59.3% of all strong ties.
were between studente who sat near one‘ahothe: during at
lqtst one observation period, manydstpdents had no ties, or
.oﬁly weak ties, with many students who were seatedclose to‘
u&em. There was considerable movement around the classroom
/éuring most activities, and seating seemed to be relatively

f
l

‘unimportant in determining with whom students interacted.

/ The combination of the actxvztxes allowing free
interaction and the choice of seetzhg 'in Gibson's classroom
led to the higheat average rate of strong ties (4.4 per
student) and the highest average rete of weak ties‘(6.6 per
atudent),of any classroom, The aver&ge rates in Casey's
class else were relatively high--an average of 3.9 strong

o ties and 6.0 weak ties per student. Again, the high rates
of these ties facilitated and even'encoureged an integreted

(
pattern.

Interest, visibility, and reward structure. There were

th fotces operating in Casey's and Gibson's classrooms

which created a peer structure where most students had a

high‘number of ties with a variety of others.

1) The large amount of time spent in m&lti ~task actzvxties
L enabled (and ingdeed encouraged) studente to cooperate.
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\ibarrlers to-interaction.

2)

~A

Students in these two classrooms did in fact work

'together extenslvely, partmcularly during multi- task

1

activities. Small groups often gathered and work .
together in learn1ng centers and in the classroom
l1brar1es. Groups of students in Casey s classroom’
frequently worked togetHer in.the hallway outs1de the
classroom. Students also mOVed around their rooms to
sit and work w1th others. Typ1cally "working together
enta1led cycles of talk1ng about work and chattlng about
non-work matters. ooperatlon ‘with others who were
similar on one dimension (e.g.,:reading group) made. it ;
nossible‘to create bonds which transcended differences

(e.g., sex) which otherwise would have constituted

The fact that student$ had multiple-characteristics
jsex; grade level, and‘reading group membership), each
of which provided‘an‘important base of common interest,
meant that no s1ngle characteristic was so important
that it became the pr1mary bas1s for 1nteract1on.v
Furthermore, the existence of mult1ple character1stics

meant that most students could find many others with

whom they had at least one characteristic in common.

Thus, there were few peripheral and-isolated students inf.

these two classrooms.

The combination of cooperation and multiple bases of

interest underlay the integrated peer groups; Note' that .

there-were~still‘dfsproportionately.high rates of

Gy O
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Gibson S students, within-reading group. However thes\

-reasons‘(or common bases of interest) for children to

-assigned to students by the school, and students gain‘status

because promotions from grade to grade are used as a reward

- for good behavior and academic achievement (if not in fact,’

interaction'within-sex, within—grade;;and at least for . m

characteristics did not form bases for exclusive groups and

no single chggpcteristic formed a barrierrwhich could not be

overcome. | , S ,

‘As 1 discus ed in Chapter VI, our»society creates many,

interact with same-sex peers and generates considerable
pressure against any'degree of positive'cross-sex
interaction. Grade level also becomes'aguimportant
identifying trait for students,‘one which creates a common
basis~of‘interest for students’ interaotions with others in
the same grade level and inhibits interactions with those of
different grade levels. Grade level is a characteristic .
as they move upward from grade to'grade. The increased

status of higher grade level students obcurs, in part,

at least as it .is presented to children). Being "left back”
stigmatizes students. ' }

Therefore, students in multibgraded classrooms,
compared to students in single-oraded classrooms, have an
additional characteristic uhiéh'creates differences ‘among
them.' The act1v1t1es that students engage in can affect the
extent to which’ grade level is a salient characterrstic for
students in these classrooms. Activities which group |

: o .
- - R2Y
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students by grade level make students dgrade ievels highly
visible. Activ1ties in which students are differentially
assigned work by grade levels create reasons for students
within the same grade level to interact’with one another.

As 1 showved in Chapter V, reading group membership is

another,characteristic,which,has the potenti f becoming
an important basis for interaction. Group mz:;ZEEhip
becomes highly visible when students areﬂgrouped within the
classroom for lessons with the teacher. Students have much
reason to interact with'other group members when work which
must be completed during class-task or multi-task activities
1s assigned to the group.’ Gibson's students spent 23.5% of
their time engaged in activ1t1es during which at least some’
fstudents werevgrouped by reading level. They spent an
vadditional 12.7% of their time engaged in act1v1t1es for
\which they were grouped by grade level or for which they
were engaged in a class~task activity in which work was
assigned differentially by grade level In additionl
students worked on. ass1gnments given in reading group and on
math’ assignments which were assigned by grade level during
multi-task activities. ‘Clearly a substantial proportion of
class time was de;oted-to;activities which differentiated
students by reading group~and'grade 1eveir

'; Diffeientiationdbyireading group reinforced grade level
divisiOnsIbecause eaCh<reading group was homogeneous in

*

'terms of grade‘level (There were two first grade groups

"c\ .

,}_and two‘secoﬁd-grade grOups.) Yet, membership in a high or
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low reading é&oup created an identity seﬁarate from grade | v/{
‘level identity. It certainiy affected fhe interaction

patterns., For ‘instance, high group firs% graders interacted

with pigh group second graders but not with low group second .

graders.

r

1

The‘academic-groubing'pattern in Casey's class
essentially was parallel to grade level. The three reading

groups (which were identical with the spalling groups) were

. labelled by the téacher as the "sixth", "fith" and "fourth"
grade groups. Most sixth graders were -ifi"the\ "sixth" grade -
- . - .

-grOup, most fifth graders‘were'fn the "fifth" \grade group,

mprlsei/ah

e typical

and two fiffh graders and two sixth graders c
"fourth™ grade group. Although only .9% of
school day was devoted to activities which learly-divided
students by grade level, 12.4% of t ents' time was
spent in activities which divided them by reading and
spelllng groups. A substantial a unt of the students' work,
during multi-task and class-task times was a551gned by grade
'nﬂilevel ‘and/or read1ng group. For' the most part,. the
students' d1v1slon by grade level was the primary d1v151on
£or 1nstructmon. D1v151on by reading group- only reinforced
this. Unlike Gibson' ; class, there was no separate category
based on ﬂeadlng group wh1ch d1fferept1ated the students.
The peer group maps indicafe that the d%viﬁions between
the sexes and between grade levels veig,mueh sharper‘in
| Casey's class than they were in'‘Gibson's class. 1In this

sense the peer group in Casey's room was less well




Koo

integrated thdn the one in Gibson's -room. A key difference
between thi two classrooms was that in'Gibson's class there
were three major student characteristics (sex, grade.level,
and reading group membership), while in Casey's class there
were only two major student categories (sex and grade
level). Gibson's students had more reasons to crosS“the{"l
boundary of any one group than did Casey's‘students. Thus,
Gibson's students might interact with a member of the
opposite sex because they were‘in the same grade level or
because they were in the same reading group. |

.Other possible/explanations for the greater integration

of the peer group/1n Gibson's class relates to the age -

d1fferences betyéen the two Groups. Casey's students were

. older than G1bson s students. There may have been
x;developmental differences which accounted for the fever

cross-sex ties in Casey's class. It is also possible that

the older students, with longer experience in school, had

"developed patterns of within grade level and same sex

interaction. Since there is only one older grade classﬁéom
in the study, it is difficult to assess these possibilitres
from tnese data. |

To .sum, students in Gibson's and Casey's classrooms had

several cha cteristics--sex, grade level, and reading group

membership i
Both classroo
task‘activities and teachers who allowed free movement

during these activities. Thus, students had good reason and
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many opportunities to engage in cooperative behavior with
others be were similar along any one of these three
characteristics.

Two loosely connected gqroups:

Schultz's and Warren's c}assrooms

The peer groups 1n“Schu1tz s and Warren's.classrooms
weregcomposeo of two“sex-segregated groups‘loosely connected
with one éhother.q The boys networks were similar to the
well integrated peer groups in Glbson 8 and Casey's
classrooms, while the gikls' networks were more like the
centrally structured groups in Bell's and Reed's classrooms.
The boys formed cohesive groups in wh1ch most of the boys
had strong ties w1th several other boys. 1In the girls'
networks, a few g1rls were in the center and had strong t1es
with many others. The rest of the glrls formed a perxpheral
ring and had fewer strong txes.' | )

Tables Vii-2 and V1I-3 show that there were many fewer
peripheral and isolated students in Schultz s and Warren's

classrooms than in Bell's and Ree% 8 classrooms. But there

. were also many fewer bridge students than in Casey's and

Gibson's classrooms. In other words, although most students
were fairly well connected to some part of the peer network,
the total network was not very cohesive. This is a \.
reflection of "the séparation between the boys and girls
groups in these two classrooms. | |

There were no cliques of three or more girls connected
by.very gstrong ties among Warren's students. There were two

such boy cliques in this classroom, though the two cliques
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Schultz's class

Circles=girls
Triangles=boys

Reading group

high

no group

N
)

Ties 3-8
Coefficient of aliengtion = 0,08794
Kruskal®s stress = 0,07250
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Warren's class
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Reading group

@

‘ A no group

Circles=girls ™
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Ties 3-8
Coefficient of alienation = 0.10744
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were well connected with each other and w1th the other. boys
in the classroom. In Schultz's class there §ere no cliques
of three or more pe ple all connected by very strong ties.
There was' a loose central c11que of g1rls. The boys seemed
to form a sxngle large c11qUe, though some of the boys were
more peripheral to the group than were others. -

4

Chapter V showed that in Schultz's and Warren's

classrooms therd were a disproportionately highhnumhér of

strong ties among students in the same reading groups. Thﬁs

" was part1cularly tnue for the higher groups. This

phenomenon is pert1cularly ev1dent in the map of the peer
network of Schultz 8 studenbs. The top readlﬂg group
students are clustereQ/together. The mxddle group students
also are clustered. Furthermd‘%, the connections between
boys and girls inﬂthe same reading group form the interface
between the boy and‘gir; peer groups. In Warreh's classroom
theﬂfelationship between rgading group membership and strong
ties is somewhat less evident., There is some clustéripg

among the students of the two middle reading groups'and

among the éiﬁaea:g in the low group.
Analysis

The peer structure in Warren's and Schultz's classrooms
was, in many ways, very similar to the‘peer structures in
Gibson's and Casey's classrooms. The major difference was
the greater separation between the boy 'and girl groups.

Many of the same factors which led to cohesiv er groups

in Gibson's and Casey's classrooms were present in ultz's

204
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lénd Warren's classrooms. Relatively high proportions of the

schqol day were devoted to multi-task and class-task
activities, and the téschsrs'permitted high levels of
.movement and interaction during these activxtxes. Reading
grpup membership was an 1mpprtant b591s for interaction.,
The critical dxfferencs\zj;_the fact that Schultz s and .

Warren's classrooms were-single graded classrooms.

Opportunities for interaction. The activities that the

students engaged in, plus the teachers' permissivetﬁftitudss

. about movement and talking, allowed the students in wirren's

and Schultz' 8 classrooms considerable freedom to 1nteract
with many others in their classrooms, ;nc;udxng'those not
seated nearby. _Warren s students spent 18.7% sf their time
engaggd in multi-task and ndh—acagemic class-task
activities. They spent an additional 19.8% of their time
engaged in acuaemic clasﬁ-task activities during which they
had considerable freedom to interact with others. Schultz's
students spent at least 24.1% of their time engaged in
multi-task activities, also with considerable freedom of
movement.‘*‘ These ratss'were'somewhat lower than those in
Casey)phagd Gibson's classrooms, and fhus opportunities for
interaction were somewhat more limited. \

In both qlassrouﬁs there were frequent seat changes.

In Warren's classroom these occurred at least once every two

' 44.For reasons explained earlier it was not poss1ble‘to

~determine the total pattern of activities in Schultz's
classroom, though the indications were that it was similar
to that found in Warren's classroom.
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weeks. In this classroom 72.9% of all the strong ties were

between children who sat‘nearfeach other during at- least' one

a4

observation period. This figuré is not surprising since

almost every student sat near every other student dur1ng at

least one observation per1od. "In Schultz's classroom 58. 7%
of all strong tieB*que between children who sat near each
other during at least one observat1on. Both teachers often
permitted friends to sit next to each other. However,
students did not establish strong ties with mény,other
students who also sat nearby, particularly ;f'they were of

)

the oﬁposite‘sex.’ ,

The multxple seating changes enhanced opportun1t1es for
1nteract1on with a variety of others, but ‘the seat1ng
arrangement was not the key var1ab;e affect1ng the pattern
of interaction ties.

The opportunities for interaction in these clessrooms
were great enough 80 tﬁat‘half or more of the'students had
high numbers of strong ties. Although high, these rates
were somewhat lower than in Casey's and Gibson’s classrooms.
This difference can be aCcouﬁted for largely by the somewvwhat
smaller proportion of time that students'ﬁere engageq in
activitiee which permitted high rates of.interaction.
Nevertheless, there were enough opportun1t1es for
1nteractﬂon so that relat1vely few students were 1solateé—;;

per1pheral to the peer group.

Interest, v1s1b111d§, and reward structure.  The

combination of two factors in Casey's and Gibson's
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classrooms, aiong with a high degfee of opportunity for

interaction, led to the formation of an*integrated peer

A

network. First, large amounts of-t/ime spent in multi-task

activities encouraged cooperaffive behavior, and students

'vwere able ito form bondé;;ith those with whom they found it

in their interest to work and ivteract. Second, students

ted bases of common

had multiple charactefistips vhich™©r
interest. Students had good reason to interact with others
who, while similar on one characteristic, differed on

others. Both of these factors were weaker in Schultz's and

Warren's classrooms.

Although students in Schultz's and War;en's classroom
spent a relatively large amount of time engaged in multi-
task activities, it was not as mucﬁ'ap in Gibson's and ' .
Casey's classrooms. Yet it was enbugh time,\pgrticulafly
becauée teachers tolerated mb&emepﬂoand interaction, to
allow most students to become integral members of tﬁe peer
network. There were relatively few isolated or éer;pheral
students in this classroom. .

Students in Schultz's and Warren's classrooms spent at
least one-fifth of the school day engaéed in activities in'
which some students were grouped by reading level. Students
vere assigned work in reading group which they completed
during multi-task times. Reading level was thus quite
vilible and providéd an impo:tant basis for interéction.‘ In
fact, a disproportionately high number of strong ties ‘were

among students of the same reading group. Yet, without the

FIP 4
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added dimension of multiple‘grade level, students' sex

‘remained a powerfulninhibitor in interaction with members of

the other sex.

Cha1ns of connected 1nd1v1duals and small roups:
Snyder's and Rlzzo ;8 classrooms

-~

W

The peer. networks in Snyder S classroom was composed’”/

"clusters of ch11dren connected to each other by a. few strong

ties. The pattern in, Rlzzo s claSSroom was 51m1lar but w1th

fewer and smaller clusters.- The - students in this.classroom

. were spread out along a’\haln of connect10ns.

Most of the students ‘in Snyder s classroom were in a
three, four, or. f1ve person cl1que. S}udents had strong
ties w1th most other members of the1r cllques but few tles
with members of other cliques. _Table‘VLI-J_shows that

although'65.4%-of Snyder's students had high numbers of

‘strong ties, the highest rate of any classroom ‘in the -study,

only .19.2% of the '_studentvs'.‘had high number of weak ties, the
lowest rate in the study.. Furthermore, Tables ViiFZ and
ViI-3 show that while there were few peripheral students and
no 1solates in Snyder's classroom, there also were few
central students and no br1dges. Most students, then, were 3
members of cliques and interacted almost exclus1vely w}th
other cligue members. The c;1ques_themselves were only
ioosely connected with one another.‘ | | | ‘"

Most students Yn RIZZQ s classrgom had two, three or
four strong t1es with others and relat1vely few weak t1es;
However, the students were not in tightknit cllques. In

fact, there were no cliques of three or more students‘

' ) “w "
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‘ connected by very strong ties. 'In many ways this was in the -
least‘cohesive peer group in'the study. Only a third of the
students had nigh numbers of strong ties,-and only a fifth |
of the students had high numbers of weak ties. Just over.

nd

there were few central students&and no bridde students.

l Rizzo's and Snxder's'classrooms were mnlti-graded,'and’
the\peer networks were clearly divided by grade level in
'Tboth‘classrooms} Almost all of the.strong ties were betWeen

‘students in the, same grade. 1In addition}‘f% Rizzo's *
classroom a disproportionate nomberéof strong tles were
between students in the same read1ng group. ' |

Both classrooms had relatively h1gh rates of cross-sex
ties. R1zzo s class, in fact had the h1ghest rate of any
class in the study. B Two of the cliques in Snyder s class
.were integrated by sex. A th1rd cluster of students,
although not technically a clique, was comfosed of both boys
-and girls. H | |
Analzs1s

| The pattern of activities d1ffered markedly in the two
‘classrooms, Students in Snyder's class spent a relat1vely |
high amount of time in large group activities and relatively
little time in mnlti-task and non-acadenic class-task
activities. The overall oattern of activities was guite(
similar to those in Bell's and Reed's classrooms.’»Students
in Rizzo's Class spent relatively little time in large group

activities and a relatively high amount.of‘time in multi-
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task and non-écad?mic ciass-task activities. The overallﬁ
pattern of acti#itieé'in this classroom was quite similar to
that in WBr;en'évclassroom (and probably to £Hat.in
Schultz's). The similarities in the patterns of the peer
‘networks:in Rizzo's and Snyder's classroom and the
'aiffgrences in this,pattefﬁ with those in the classrooms
which they resembled in terms of the activity patterns
resulted fro.ib large measure:
1) the high dééfée of teacher énforéeméht of rules that
studenté stay in their seats, and; - ¢
2) thé fact that Snyder's and Rizzo's classroomsvﬁere

multi-graded.

i

gpportﬁhiﬁieéwfbf interaction. . Both Rizzo and Snyder
effectively enforcéd rules against movément about the
classroom. This meant that most students' interactions were
restricted tolbfher students seated nearby. Snyder's «
students were seated by grade lgfel around tables. The
cliques closely corfesponded to the seating arrangement and
of course, to grade level as well.*‘’ Of all the strong ties,
88.2% were between children seated at the same table. When
boys and'girls were seated at the same table, and they were
at three of £he tables, they had high rates of interaction

with one another.

+3 Near the end of the observation periods the teacher
rearranged the seating. Some tables had students from both
grade levels seated at them. The observations did not
continue long enough to assess the effects of this new
seating plan. ‘
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Rizzo's students were seated in sets of rows with all

- the second graders on one side of the room and all the third

graders on the other side of the room. Because they were
geated in rows, studehte eere not able to form as many
strong ties as were Snyder's students who were seated around
tables. Students around a table are seated face to face
with all others at the taele. They are able to carry on

cqnversat1ons w1thout turning the1r heads and g1v1ng other

| obv1ous signs of be1ng off task. The teacher only has to:

glance at a classroom with children seated in rows to see
who is talking. At best a child can interact unobtrusively
only with students seated next to him or her in such a

clagsroom. A8 & result of the seating arrangement, no

‘cliques formed in Rizzo's classroom, but there’/as a clear

division by grade level in the peer group pattern. Some oi
the cross-sex interaction that occurred in this classroom
can be accounted for by the facts that students were limited
to interacting with those seated close by and boys and girls
were interspersed fairly evenly throughout the claSEroom.
The activities that the students in Snyder's classroom
engaged in tended to restrict further their opportunities
for interaction. They were engaged in large group |
activities for nearly a third of the school day.
Interaction usually is limitedvdﬁring such activities,
Students only spent about 10% of their time engagea.ia
multi-task and non-academic class-task act1v1t1es (and most
of that time represents art activities). These types of

240
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.activities usually allow high levela of interactlon.
‘Although the students spent . a relatlvely high proportion ofl o
their .time engaged in academic class task activities (29.7%
of the school day), the teacher's r1g1dly enforced rules
against movement around the classroom limited interaction
during these times.
The students‘in Rizéo's classroom spent a relatively

small propo:txon of thexr t;me (20.6%) engaged in large

.“group activities and a relatxvely large proportxon of their
time (23.5%) engaged in multi-task and non-academic
activities. The¥\:lso spentfﬁea;ly a quartef of their time‘
engaged in academic\class-task activities. In other
classrooms this pat:Lrn of activities was combxned with

teacher perm1ssxveness of student movement and interaction.

This led to more cohesive peer groups. -Rizgo attempted to : ... .

;}Eep students in their seats and on task all of the time,
é%ven dUring multi-task an non-academic activities. She was .
only partially successful in her attempts to suppress
interaction., Students rarely lnteracted with others seated
far away. Only one second grader had any strong ties with
third-graders. Yet student;\Sere .not absolutely limited to

_interacting with those seated next to them. Just over ‘half
of all strong ties were with students who never sat directly
next to each,other.’ During multi-task activities students
often talked (usually whispered) with others'ngt seated next

to them, altB’ugh they were limited to interacting with
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those sqated nearby. Adoin, because they were seated in

rows rather than around tables, nd clear groups formed.

b}

Interest, vigipllity, and reward structure. Lxmxted

opportunities for interaction cannot completefé’explaxn the
peer network patterns in these classroowg Bell effectively
controlled student movement, yet the péer'network in her

classroom was contrally structured. Compared to Bell, R;zzo

LR

uand Snyder mxght have been more effective in controllxng ‘

1nteroctmon-1n thexr qlassrooms., Another 1mportant factor,.
howeveér, was the rate of cross-sex txes._ This rate was much

hxgher in Rizzo's and Snyder's classrooms than in Bell s

‘e
.

classroom. The peﬂf group in Bell s class was composed of a

'chaxn of boys crosging a chain of girls. Each\chaln looked

much like the total chain in Rizzo's clossroom. There. vere.
more central and brxdge students in Bell' s class, in part '
because there were few boys ané few girls who were brxdges
between the twoggroups. The boys and girls 1n.Rlzzo s class
were interspersed along the chain, and there'was,noﬂclear
division between boys and girls. Snyder's studonts wére

bunched in small groups and, again,.tnere was no clear

division between boys and girls. Part of the'explanation of

why the peer group in Rizzo's and Snyder's classrooms had a

chain like structure rather than a central structure is due

to the relatively high rate of cross-sex ties in theso
classrooms.
N Rizzo's and Snyderfs classrooms were multi-graded. As
in Gibson's and Caséy's classrooms, grade level became a

R "’), 2‘12
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competing eharacteristic’with gsex as an important bas;s of
‘interaction. The pattern of activities ensured that grade
level be\ome a salient character1st1c on which to base
1nteract1ons.g In both Rlzzo s and Snyder -] classrooms A
substantial amounts of t1me were spent in activities which
differentiated students by grade leyel. In Snyder s
‘classroom 32.1% ofuthe time was spent‘this vay and in

o Rizzo s classroom 16,6% of the school day was so spent., An
@, _ oddxtxonel 33. 1% of the txme in szzo s classroom was spent S
with some students grouped by resdxng level. Readxng groups
ﬁere'homogeneous by grade level."Therefore; reading group |
membership reinforced grade level digtinchjons. (There were
two seconé grade reeding groups and three thixd graée

groups.) ' Muck of the students' sofk during mylti-task and

clags-task activities were differentiated by gtade levels

and, in Rizzo's classroom, by reading group.

As in Gibson; reading -group membership in Rizzo's
classroom became an 1mportsnt characterxstxc and base of
1nterectzon in . its own right. Agaxn as in Gibson's

assroom, in Rizzo's classroom boys and girls in the ssme
eading group’end/or in the same grade level had good

reasons to interact. The rate of cross-sex interaction was

very high. This rate was somewhat lower in Snyder's

classroom. - In part'this‘ocgurred because reading group

J




membership wag not an importgnt diéiinguishing
charactEristic that was separate from‘grade,level.‘ |
Grade level, tgen, was a highly vxsxble and a salient
characterxstxc on which to base 1nteractxons. Students had
many reasons §011nteract with others in their grade levél
and, with thelsgating arrangements as théy were, had the
. opporéun%ty to‘dd s0. They had'little reason to interact
| thh students in the other;grade leve1; and they had lxttle‘
opportunxty to do so. . Boys and_gxrls seated neatr one
another did 1nteract.- This contrasts sharply with the
interaction‘pattérns in Bell's qlassrooms where boys and
girls seated near one another did not interact. With the
restrictions on movement, these faqtors led to a chain-like

structure- of connections among students.

—"

' | _. | ~ CONCLUSION .

The Eelaéionship between classroom features and peer
network patterns is complex. Activity structures, reading
group membership, the amount of cross-sex interaction,
seating patterns, and the teacher's rules about movement in

the classroom, all combine to affect students' opportunities.

for interaction and their interests in interacting with

‘¢,All the first graders comprised a single reading
group. The second graders were regrouped along with the
second graders in other classrooms for a one hour reading
period each day. They were subdivided into five different
groups, As in Bell's and Reed's clasBrooms this practice
tended to de-emphasize the visibility and salience of
readxng group memberah1p. - p
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“‘certaih hers. These process variables, in turn, structure
theopatterns of the peer network. -
The izndzngs of this chapter show that the amount of
cross-sex interaction, the relationship between teading
'group membershxp and student 1nteractzon choices, and the
peer netMork patterns--the outcome variables in this study--;
are all related to one another. 1In the final chapter of |,
:thza report, I sum and 1ntegrate the fzndzngs of chapters Iv

p

through_VII. 1 present an overall picture of the

relatiomship among classroom features, process variables,

o . )
and outcomes. , ¢




Chapter VIII L
" CONCLUSIONS

1 described two 1dee1 typical clessrooms in Chapter I.
In the fxrst classroom there was a limited amount of cross-
sex 1nterectton, and there was a rigid hierarchy based on
ability group essxgnments. A few students were centrally
{located in. the peer network, whxle many students were
‘perrpherel or 1soleted. In the second clessroom students
intereoted with & veriety of others. There vere meny links
'rbetween different groups end different types of chxldren.
Few students were 1soleted or perxpheral, and no students
domxneted the peef group. T |

There are numerous reasons why the second type of peer’

structure is desxreble. Such e'structore promoteo the ‘
social growth of students, avoids the creation of higher and
lower stetus groups and chxldren, and enhences the learnxng
environment for all studeénts in the clessroom. The peer a
network allows information about work and rules to reach
most students in the classroom. Dxfferent‘typea of atudents
leern poaxtxve forms of interacting thh one another and in
doing so they learn to respeot each other.

1 explored four typed‘of associations relating to peer
interaction patterns. They»uere° (1) the relationship
between interaction-ties and friendlhxp choxces (Chapter
Iv); (2) the amount of interaction among ntuﬂente in the -
same readxng groups end in the same grade level in.letx-
graded claeerooma (Chapter V), (3) the amount of cross-sex

|
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interaction (Chapter VI); and (4) patterns of peer networks

' (Chapter\}&II)

S

, : t d » 1 have tried to understand the process by which
interaction patterns are created and maintained wrth1n
classrooms.. I delineated severa} key proceSs‘variables;u'
(such as opportunities for interaction and students
interests in'interacting with one another), which structure

. - peer relationships. I then identified,alnumberwof7classroom

. characteristics and classroom practices which have a major

impact on t 8 process variables. These classroom features.

are the primalty Ynfluences on,studenﬁf‘ patter £
4nteract1ons._ These findings'can be used to structure

kclassrooms in ways which w1ll encourage the formation of

peer groups wh1ch resemble those I described in the seq
1dea1 t}pe classroom. .' f, - :
In each of the chapters in wh1ch data vere' present-d"
(chapters 1V through VII), I made 'links. b%Zween classroom‘l
features and process variables, and betweenvprocess
N : variables andathe particular outcomes examined in that
| | chapter. }Ih tbis final chapter I try to weave all these
strands together.l‘Figure VIII-] sﬁo&s tﬁe relationship
among the critical classroom features, the process
variables, and the outcomes studied. ft is important to
recognize that this figure represents a dynamic process.
‘The process variables are interdependent and interactive

with one another. Also, each classroom_featufe affects the

processvvariables in)different ways, and two diffEfEZ}//—\\\
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CLASSROOM FEATURES

Activity structures
recitation '
"class~task
multi~-task

grouping

Student composition

number of boys and girls
in the class )

number of grades in
the class

grade level .

Seating
A
rchoice in seating.

around tables/
g in rows

- frequency of seating

chaﬁ‘bs ' .

by reading group L
by grade level

/\__,\ 0

Teacher.rules/Rule enforcement
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features in the same'classroom can have opposite effects on
studehts' intera&tibns. Furthermore, gthdents engage in a <:::j
'varietf of activities throaghout the.séhool day; seating

. patterns change periodically; and'in general, classrooms,
sthéents,.and students peer networks can change constantly
(though there is more change in some classrooms than in
others). -

- The recommendations presentedlat the end-of this chapter
flow from the total set of fihﬂ1ngs. éThe mbdification of
.any classroom feature must take into account. the effects it
has on all other classroom features and the process
variables.’ In “the next sect10n of thls chapter I descrlbe
the key f1nd1ngs“wh1ch relate process variables to outcomes.
In the foi\Bwlng section I discuss the relat1onsh1p between

mclassroom features and process varfables. In the final two

sect1ons of this chapter 1 make recommendat1ons for'
classroom pra9t1ce and for further research.

 The relationship between’ interaction and friendship
choices ieaworth noting beféreamoving'en to these ‘sectians.

Many previous studies have. assumed that'friendship choices
'or other soc1ometr1c responsesﬂwere 1nd1cat1ve of actual

" interactions. This stuydy shows that this assumption is not
necessarily valid. Studehts,had few or no interactions with
many of their classmatesgwham they said were best friends.
Some student} who appear to be sociometric stars based on

the high number of "best friend" choices received, were

behaviorally isolated in their classrooms. Others, who .
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appear to be isolates basgd on the high number of "not a
friend" choices received, had many non-negative interactions

with their classmates. Friendship choices are probably

.useful as a measure of classroom status, but they do not

always provide useful information about the amount and

quality of interactions in classrooms.

F;NDINGS: PROCESS VARIABLES AND OUTCOMES

A review of the literature suggested fhaF'threedkey
sets of vafiables underléy friendship chqices anQ |
interaction patterns. Théy are: °6pportunity.for
interaction; similafity (or perceived similarity); dna the
revard strudtﬁre. I reorganized and felabélled\these
process variables in a heuristic moéel (see Figure 2 in
Chapter 1I). This model contains two‘primary sets of
components. The_fi:s; set cdnce:n ¢ppqrtunities for
interaction. Studenté can interact only with those with
wvhom they have opportunities to do. so. Their ppportuni;ies
to interact with others in their classrooms are depéndent on
their proximity to them and their freedom of movement within
the room. The greater the freedom of movement that‘students

have, the less critical is proximity in influencing

interaction patterns.

The second set of components concern students'’
interesfs in interaéting with one another. Students are
likely to choose té interact with others with whom they have
mutual interests. Many different interests can lead to an

exchange between students. These include friendship; a
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desire for information about work, rules, or other classroom

matters- and a desire for materials such as pencils,

erasers, oOr books. Student character1st1cs such as read1ng

_group membership become bases of common interest (and hence

bases for”interaction) to the extent that they are visible '

and to the extent that the reward structure encourages
cooperat1on w1th others of the same type and encourages
compet1t1on with others who are different. Character1stics
'such as sex and race are primary bases of interest unless -
new sets of 1nterests are created in the classroom wh1ch

overrlde these. These new commona11t1es must &e v1s1b1e and

students must find some reward inginteracting .with ch11dren

o
of a different sex or race.

The findings about the relationship between process
var1ab1es and outcomes can be divided into two parts: those
wh;oh occur when students have a hlgh degree ‘of freedom of
movement about their classrooms and those wh1ch occur when

students lack freedom of movement.

Freedom of movement. The data indicate that when students
have the opportunity to interact with whomeyer they choose,
the following are likely to occur:

1) Students will interact with those whom they perce1ve to
be friends. This will be the case whether or not they
are seated near those friends.

2) Stddents will interact with others in their reading
group if reading group membership is visible and if it
is in their.interest to interact with one another.

Al P
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high-group students are like;y'to have greater interests
then low-group students in.interacting wfthvbeme group'
members because (a) cooperation with group members makes
successful completﬁon of assignments more likely and
hence -helps maintain‘membership-in a higéhstatus and,

rewarding group; and (b) reading grdub time is an

enjoyable and rewarding experience for high-group

students and continued interaction with group members is

associated w1th these positive: experlences. Students in
the lower.groups have less 1nterest in interacting w1th

one agother because: (a) even successful completlon of

. . assignments are unlikely to lead to upward mobility;'andl

3)

(b) ‘reading group t1me 1s unpleasant ‘and unrewardlng for'
low group students and cont1nued assoc1at1on w1th other
group members is associated w1th these negat1ve
experiences.

In multi-greded classrooms students will interact with
others in their grade-level if grade-level memuership ie
visible and if it is in their interest to do so. If
teachers spend relativeiy'high proportions of time
work1ug with groups of students from each grade level
then: (a) opportun1t1es for cross- group 1nteract1ons
are decreased: (b) opportunities for. in-group
interaction are iﬁcreased: and (c) the viSibility of
grade level divisions is heightened. . To the extent that

teachers assign work by grade: level, they create common

+

. interests among students in the same grade level. This

R53
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encourages within-grade level interactions and

"t

discourages cross-grade level interactions. ' '

étqdénts will interact with members of the opposite sex

4

if thére is good reason to do so. These reasons must be
strong enough to overcome the powerful, socially-created

barriers to cross-sex interaction. These barriers stem,

in part, from the fact that children enter school having

learned sex-tybed modes of play. 1In addition, there

‘often are costs in the form teasing and disapproval for .-

; )} extended qross-sex.contact. New bases of common

. 5)

interests must be created in the claserom:to overtome
these constraints to cross-sex interaction. In
classrooms where réading group membership provides a
basis for common interests, boys and girls in-the top
reading groups are lfkely to interact regulérly with one
another. In multi-graded clagsrooms in which much.OE
the work is aséigned by grade level, boys and girls in
the same grade level are iikely to interact with one
another. Although all 1nstruct1onal groups in these
classrooms were based on ab111ty or grade level,
classrooms can use groups based on other criteria. 1In

genefal; high rates of positive and cooperative in-group

. cross-sex interaction are likely to occur when group

membership is highly visible and when interaction among

same-group members is'highly rewarding.

The structure of the peer group will be well integrated

Af there are several types of students in the classroom A
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who are mixed together in several different classroom
groups. By well integrq;ed, I mean that there will be.
few peripheraifptuaenfs and'feﬁlexclusive cliques.
Multi-graded classrooﬁgiin which boys and girls are
evenly distributed into sevefai reading groups are
likely to héve well §ntégrated peer groups. In such
classrooms, ever& stﬁdght‘has at least one major

_interest in'commoﬁ'with almost every other student.
Classrooms which hgve heterogenous student populations
in terms of sex, rﬁce and soéial.class, and in which
thére‘are heterogeneous in-classroom groups,‘are likely
to have w;ll integrated peer networks.

6) The structure of the peer group will consist of a few
large cohesive groups based on a primary characteristic
(such as sex) if there are only a few student
characteristics or classroom éroups which create common

. interests. Thus, -in single graded classrooms in which
students have relatively free movement, the peer group
is likely to consist of two sex segregated groups. Most
students are likely to be well integrated into their_

respective group.

No freedom of movement. When students are not free to move
around their classroomg, the implications for interaction
patterns are as follows: | |
1) Students are limited :o\intéractiona with others seated
nearby. Only students who frequently disobey rules will
| have high fates of interaction with others who do not

Al
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2)

4)

5)

sit near them. Thus, most students will not interact

‘with friends seated away from them.

Students wxll have a dzsproportionately high number of

. interactions thh others in ‘their readzng group: (a) if

| ]
readxng group membership is visible; (b) if it is in

their interest to do 8o (for example if work is assigned
to groups which must be completed during non-group
activities); and (c) if grbup'ﬁembers”are seated nearby.

In multi~graded classrooms students will have a

disproportionately high number of interactions with

others in tBir grade level: (a) if grade level
membership is visfgle; (b) if it is in their interest to
do so; and (c) if grade-mates are seated nearby. (j
Students will interact with members of the opposite sex
who are seated near to them only if there is good reason

to do so. Proximity by itself i8 not powerful enough to

overcome the barriers to cross-sex interag}ion desgscribed

earlief.

Peer groups will be structured aglchains of connected
students and cliques of students if there are relatively
high rates of cross-sex interaction. If there are low
rates of cross-;ex interaction the peer groép structure
will be centrally structured. In centrally structured
groups a few stuaents have interactions with a large

number of their claasmateé, while mdny students interact

with few of their classmates. -In genqral,‘when students




-

do not have much freedom of movement, there will be

1 »

., -numerous students who are peripheral to the peer group.
‘ In sum,’ when students have freedom of movement they are
likely to seek out others with wvhom théy have tommon
‘ interests. When students do not have freedom of movement
they still 1nteract most frequently with others with whom
they have common 1nterests, but are l1m1ted to others seated
close by. In the latter case, many students or are
| peripheral to the interaction network and have contacts with

only a few others.

FINDINGS: CLASSRDOM FEATURES AND éROCESS VARIABLES
, A variety of classroom features affect the process
var1ables and thereby affect the outcomes relat1ng to
students' interactions. These features and their effects
are suftinarized Belgw. Each classroom feature can be thought
of as a vector exerting a force whjcn promotes greater or
fewer opportunities for certain children to interact and
creates common interests gmong certain children. Each
classroom has a unique mix of character1at1cs. |It is
impossible to separate the effects of any one character1st1c
{hlrpm the effects of the others. It is the part1cular mix of

classroom and student characterxst1cs that leads to the

1nteract1on patterns which emerge in each classroom."

‘7. The strength of any characteristic will vary
dependzng on other characteristics. It thus is virtually
impossible to do an analysis which utilizes a "multiple

[}
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students the greatest freedom of movement in the

total freedom of movement during these activities, students

kw—-

Activity Structures

. N t '
Activity structures are composed of several componefits’

including: g}ze of the group; division of labor; amount :of

pupil choice; publidness‘and comparability of rewards; the
nature of the task; and grouping practices. Each component

can affect the opportunities that students have to interact

‘with certain others and create interests for certain

students to interact. \} will summarize the predominant

effects of types of activities and will discuss the effects

.of the grouping practices. Grouping is a critical £act0r'in

the development of peer. networks in classrooms, and it can'

modify the effects of the other activity structures.

+

. Mult'i-task and non-academic class-task activities.

‘Multi-task and 6on-achemié(élass-task activities'allow

tr
classroom.*® Even when teachers do not permit students

have many legitimate reasons for moving around the classroom

(to get materials, to hand in work). Furthermore, teachers

régrepsion" mode of inquiry whereby the effect of each

characteristic can be weighted.
‘., Students have the most freedom to interact with~
whomever they choose during free time activities. Few
students engaged in academic work’ during free time

ivities and hence there were no instrumental reasons

:E} students within the same reading group or grade level.
to interact with one anpther. However, most of the free
time activity in these classrooms involved outdoor recéss,
Sports and pther games provided the basis for interaction.
‘Since the tles I uded as the bagsis for describing o
interaction \patterns included only in-class time, the .
findings of lthis 'study do not reflect.out-of-clas e
patterns. Future studies would do well to look az such ',
activities. . ' C hY
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\loﬁten work with individual'sﬁudentsvor small groups during

these times and cannot monitor all activity in the room.

Thus, during multi-task and non-academic class-task

" activities students frequently can interact with others

seated in distant parts of the room. |

Rewards and performance are neither public nor
compardbre during multi-task activities. Therefége‘stﬂdénts
are encouraged to cooberate witg a variety of others. 'WOrk

assignments and grouping practices will have a powerful

effect on which students choose to cooperate with each other

during these activities. However, since students are
engaged in different tasks, most students will have a basis
for working with most of their classmates at one time or

another,

Large group activities. Students have the least amount
of freedom of movémen; during large group activfties. Kfl
students are e;pectéd‘to focus their at;eniion on the
activity and not interact with peers. Teachers can observe
all students in the group durxng the activity. They‘are
likely to reprlmand students who are talklng with Srie

another to limit dxa;npbfﬁha\;_ ‘the activity.
, . _

Revards and performances are highly public and

comparable. This tends to foster competition among all

students. To the extent that this competition creates a

NA
hierarchy within the peer droup based on achievement level,

such divisions will affect iﬁtefactions‘which occur du"hg

other times.’ ‘ ‘
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Academic clebs task actxvxtxes. Academic class-task

: ectxvxtxes can ptovxde opportunxties for freedom of:

| movemeng . Cerqainly they provide more opportunities for
movemeﬁg than/éo lerge group actxvxties. However, teachers
vary on the extent to which they permit movement duning
theee ectxvxtiea. Individual teachers often permit more
movement durxng some class- task activities than durxng
others. For example, Casey dxd not allow her studeqts to .
— ,1nterect durxng a daily helf hour of quiet reedxng, but she
did ellow ghzm to interact freely during most other cless- - e K
task ectxvxtxes. In contrast, szzo rerely ellowed students
to intereét during any class-task ectivxtxes. . .
Rewards and performences are moderately public end |
cdmparable durzng class-task activities. Th:Be ectivxtxes
thus foster some competition but also a fair degree of
“cooperetion} | |

During academic class-task activities, factors otner’

than activity structure'heve particularly strong effects on
e ' -~

' . peer interactions. Teachers' rules about movement, grouping
, P : \ 1€ o

‘ v
procedures, and the amount of competition and_cooperation

fostered by other activities, will affect peer interaction
patterns during these activities.

Grouping. The amount of time some students spend in

groups influences opportunxtxee for within- group or cross-
group 1nteractxon. '1f students spend high amounts of txme .

in groups, group membership becomes highly visible. ' To the

. extent that teachers assign work by group, cooperetxon with

4ot




other group member's é)comes rewardino and‘thus‘creates
common interests for in-group interaction;' Hierarchical
grouping based on achievement‘reinEorces_cooperation among
highfgroop students andrencourages competition with students
in lower groups. - The result is an exclusive and elite
echelon within the ciassroom.

.

Student Composition ' ~ _ o

Student composition‘refers to proportions of students
wlth certain permanent characteristics. 1 focussed on sex
and grade level“in this study," Other characterlstlcs such

as race, ethnic background, and‘physlcal and mental

El

oy b

ntabi;fties‘of children'dn‘c;assrooms‘nhich havehmainstreamed”.-
"hchildren,'also should be considered in studies of "

g o interaction patterns. . - ®. - - o -
: ¥ . o

| Sex. Most public school classrooms contain both boys

and girls, and sex 1s_a hlghly visible student

Hcharacteristic. Boys and girls have common interests with

others of the same sex,'and there are many obstacles'to

cross sex contacts. The amount of c1assroom cross- sex

1nteract1on will be low unless other c1assroom

vchagacterlstlcs create good reasons and opportunities for

boys and girls to interact. Opportunity by itself is not

49

. Reading group membership is a characteristic
assigned to students in the classroom. I view this as a
characteristic which is created by the activity structures
rather than as part of the composition of the 'student
population. Potentially, it is a characteristic which
could change frequently during each school year. Student
characteristics which I have included in Student
Composition are thosé which will not change during the
school term.
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poyerfpl enosgh.to overcome barrierslto cross-Sex,
interacﬁions: In classrooms wherevboys ahdigirls wvere’
seated?next to one another but had no incentives for
'inreradting, cross-sex rates of interaction were low.

Grade level. This.study found that miking two grade

. S : a N
levels in thecgame.classroom does not necessarily lead to

ih1gh rates of cross-grade 1nteract1on. In three of the fOur

multi- graded classrooms students had a d1sproport1onately
“high number of 1nteract1ons w1th their grade-mates.

o Grade level is a characteristic ass1gned to students by
the school. Increa51ng status accrues to’ ch1l&ren as they
move up in- grade level. Curr1culum planners have decreed
. that certa1n types of work and subject matter should be
mastered at each grade level. For these and other reasons,

o

grade'level'is an importanti}dentifying characteristic of

students, and students in the same grade level come to have

| many common 1nterests.

In mult1 graded classrooms the salience of students
grade levels for the1r peer’ 1nteract1ons depends on1' |
var1ety of other features of the classroom. 1in part, this |
is because students grade levels are not. as visible as
their sex.i V1s1b1l1ty of . grade level is he1ghtened When
students of the same level are seated togethér and when

'teachers spend relat1vely h1gh proport1ons of class tlme

work1ng with groups of students from one or the other grade .

leyel.- The more work that teachers a551gn by grade 1evel,

the greater_1ncent1ves students have for 1nteract1ng vith
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their grade-mates. Rates of in- grade evel interaction are
further 1ncreased 1f read1ng group membersh1p c01nc1des with
grade-levels. ' Students w1th;n the same reading group (and

hence within the. same grade level) willvhave_even more

reasons to interact with one another.

Seating R

Several aspects of seating can influence interaction

]patterns{ ‘Students may or may not be able to choose their

own seats. If they cannot choose their .own’ seats, .the
seating arrangement may affect: w1th whom students can and
cannot interact on a regular baS1s. Furthermore, patterns

of seat1ng can emphaslze or de- emphaslze the extent to wh1ch

student characteristics such as grade level become 1mportant,‘

’

the1r effects on the process var1ables are d1scussed below.
Cholce of seating. When students have the freedom to
choose their own seats, thex,are 11kely to sit next to;
others»with whom they share interests. In classrooms in
uh;ch students haVe little or no chqice.in seating, tne

influence of seating arrangement on interaction patterns

depends on how much freedom of movement they have; "If high

proportions of time are spent in multi-task activities and

o

students are permitted to move about during these

activities, assigned seats only will have minimal effects on -

thetinteraction'patterns. In classrooms in which students

must stay in their seats for,most of the day, seating

- arrangements wil;,nizeﬁa strong imﬁact on the structure of

~

~ . . N
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the peer network. In“these classrooms students are likely
to have a d1sproportlonately high number of 1nteractlons

with others sepeed nearby. However, students do not |

' necessarlly interact with all students seated near them.-

%ﬁ;i For example, boys and girls seated next to‘each other w1ll
interact on a regular basis only‘if they have some reason to
‘do so, such as membersh1p in the same read1ng group or grade

. level. Thus, students are most llkely to 1nteract w1th

!

those seqted nearby w1th whom they have common 1nterests.

. A \ " reguency of seatzng chang%s. In classrooms in which

- students ate assigned seats the frequency of seat1ng changes

: C .“111 ;nfluence the 1nteract1on patterns. "When seating
WY RN E A P ,

PR S &iﬁﬂ"""’-

s v RIS .changes are infrequent, students are l1kely to build

. relationships with those seated nearby and fail to establlsh
relationshlps w1th those seated further away. When seating
assignment changes frequently, students are'placed into
prox1m1ty with a wide var1ety of the1r classmates. They
‘haVe the opportunlty to develop relatlonshlps w1th many

‘others.

Seating patterns. The two primary types of seating

patterns used in these classrooms were .rows of desks and - °
several‘large tables. Students seated around tables are in
face to face.contact‘with all others at their table
(particularly when they are seated at round, as opposed.to
square or rectangular, tables). ‘It is very likely that
these students will‘enter into interactions with table-

mates. These interactidns are le§s easily noticed by the

eRlc " - wRd




teacher (and therefore less easily controlled) than
interactionslamong students seated in rows, who have té furn
around or turn their heads to interact with néighbors.
Furthermore, students seated at tables are relatively

+

isolated from students seated at other tables. Each table’

il

'forms a distinet and visfblg éubgrdup within the classroom.

Teachers may even name these gfoups."Thus, interaction

\

patterns of students éeated around tables are likelj to '

"mirror the seating assignments. : : ,

Whenvstudents are seated in rows, seating arraégeménts
do not createkdisiinctive subdréups. Interaction patterns
in classrooms whete students are seated in rows and have
little freedom sf mobement are likely to resemble chains of
connected students or will be centrally structured with many
peripheral studenés. | '

Seating by distinct groups. Aséignment to seats by any

group membership inéreases opportunities for interaction
among group members and decreases opportunities for cross-
group interaction. Furthermore, such assignments heighten
the visibility of group membership and thus make
distinctions among groups gquite clear.' In two of the four
multi-graded classrooms (Snyder's and Rizzo's) teachers
assigned students seats by grédé level. 1In the other two
multi-graded classrooms (Casey's and Gibson's) students were
not assignéd gseats by grade level, and there'were many

cross-grade level ties (a%}hough there were still a
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disproportionately high number of ties‘between\students\in

the same grade level).

Teachers' rules about movement in the olasetoom

| Teachere' rules about movement,in the classroom and
their enforcement‘ot these rules modify the effects of other,
classroom characteristics on the interaction patterns. The
effects of activity structures and seating patterns are
especiallv sensitive to variations in such rules. When

‘ teachers strictly, enforce rules about stay1ng in seats at
all t1mes, ‘the high amount of student movement wh1ch usually
occurs durxng multi-task and non-academic class task
act1v1t1es is substantxally reduced. Only students who most
frequently bre;k tules vxll hawewﬂide~rangxng contacts in
these classrooms.

‘\When teachers do not create or enforce rules which keep
students seated, seating ass1gnments“have relatively little "
1mpaot on 1nteraot1on pattern5¢ ’Students in these
classrooms are likely to have the same freedom of movement
during academic clase-task act1v1t1es that they have during
multi-task activities. Interests becomes the predominant

i

factor in structuring peer'relations.

RECQMMENDATIONS
The recommendations that follow flow from:the f1ndxngs
of this study. They are designed to move classrooms in the
direction of the second ideal type'of classroom.

Heterogeneity. The composition of classrooms should be

as heterogeneous as possible. The more gnoups that are
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represented and the-more‘differenées aﬁong the students, the
léss vigible and salient will be any one groupAor .
cha;actéristic. Students'will have SOmethihg in common with
most other students in théir classroom, even though they
dﬁffer in other QaYs. Thus, students yilﬁrbe likely to
cross barriérs such as sex, race, abilityxlevel, and grade
level in theirginteractioﬁs with élaSSma es. Even if -

the resulting

_students only cross one of these barriers
peer group structure is likely to well iqt grated.

- Reading groups. Alternatives to homogepeous reading
’ ]

groups which meet in the classroom should be &gplored

because homogeneous groups encourage the formatidp of

’

exclusive and elite groups in the classroom. Possi
~alternatives include:

‘--Individualized reading instruction. Many effective
‘reading programs and kits currently are available.
Students can progress'at their own rate and are not
locked into the rate of progress of ‘other group members.
Individualization decreases the visibility of '
achievement differences and discourages the creation of
group identities. Furthermore, teachers are not likely’

to even inadvertently label groups. ‘

--Heterogeneous reading groups. Children at different
levels of achievement can be.grouped together.
Potentially this is academically advantageous in both
high and low achieving students. Low achieving students
are in contact with those who can give them help. High
achieving students, in explaining the work to others,
are likely to achieve a better underst&ﬁding of the
material. Also, they are able to use the knowledge they
have obtained in a meaningful way.

--Regrouping students from several classrooms. Regrouping
students from several classrooms for a regular reading
period lessens the vigibility of group membership. If
no work is sent back with the group, there will be no
extrinsic reasons for students in the same group to

‘interact once they return to their classrooms. This.
regrouping alternative is the least desirable because it
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§till supports a status hierarchy, based on achievement,
, among the students. :

Other groups. Ib\igfdesirable to encourage c1assrooﬁ

~ groups based.qq characteristics other than achievement or
.grade level. Hompgéneoug tea&ing and grade level groupé do
create commoh interests based on which boys and girls
jntetaét. But in so doing they create status hierarchies or

rigid diVisibns by grade level. The creation of common
interests that cross these barrieré can be encouraged in.
- ! o ) \ ‘«

many waysz For example: .

_--Heterogeneous groups can, be formed for many purposes.
_Grouping for science, art, and social studies projects
R will create many reasons for grouping members toé
, cooperate with one another but will not create a status
hierarchy.in the classroom.

--Learning centers. This encourages the creation of self-
chosen groups based on common interests in particular
subject areas. Students may form groups around
interests in mysteries, computers, math games, poetry
writing, art projects and so on. ‘ S

]

Freedom of movement. Students should be allowed as

much freedom of movement as possible. Without freedom of .
movement it is unlikely that an integrated peer group will

develop. As students' freedom of movement increases, the

number of isolated and peripheral students are likely to
decrease. Furthermore, when students have freedom qf
movement, information can flow freeiy tﬁrough the peer
network. Students are able to cooperate with many others in
many different activities.

Seating arrangements. Seating around tables encourages

cooperation among those seated together and minimizes

disruptions to the rest of the class by those interacting

| 237-.35'8‘ |
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rest of the class. 1 \

together at the same table. Free choice in seating
encourages the development of a fluid peer network.
Students are able to continually re-fbrm into new groups as
their interests change.

Activities. Multi-task and non-academic class-task

activities are most likely to lead to coéperatiée forms of
interactions among many segmentS'in the,classroom.r Students
are likely to have changing interests and thus are likely to
interact with a variety of others who share those interests.
Therefore, there probably will be many bridge students and
fgw isolated and petipheral students. Free movement around
the classroom will not bg disruptive to others.
Communication améng studgnés (to help one another, to

discuss projects, .etc,) also will not be disruptive to the -
. :? '

i

a9

‘No one of these recommendations by iiqélf will lead to
an inteérated peer network’of studentg who are learping to
cooperate with one another. The effects of each of these
éuggeéfions can be muted or reveréed‘py various classroom
conditions. Forvexampler classrooms in which students havé
freedom of movément‘but in which homogeneous reading groups
prevail are likely to have even more rigid hierarchies than .

classrooms with homogeneous reading groups in which movement

.- is restricted but where students from the different reaéing

groups are evenly diSpefséd throughout the room.

26)
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It also is possible that some practices and classroom
charecterist1cs which normally lead to rigid hierarchies or
many student 1solates can be effectlvely counterbalanced by

othér measures., For example, ‘classrooms which- use -

. . RN

homogeneous reading groups can counter, somewhat, the

effects of those groups on the peer network-by ut111z1ng
C

!

"heterogeneous groups in other areas.

1

Every classroom is qualitatively differeht and has its
unique'blend of students, teachers, and resources.
Therefore, there can be no standard plan wh1ch can be

1mplemented in ell classrooms to create a positive social

.cl1mete. Yet, understanding ‘how various classroom practices

and characteristics affect students’ 1nteract1on patterns

7, PR

makes it possible to plen programs Wh1ch encourage children
to 1nterect with many others in a positive manner and whxch

dlscourege the creation of hierar¢hies based ¢n sex, race,.

‘soc1al ¢lass or e351gned abxlxty levels.” To the extent that

Al

such programs are igfcessful, the learning climate for all

children will be enhanced.

FUTURE RESEARCH

This study was based on data cdllected for a larger
project, orie which had a somewhet djifereﬁt focus from mine.
Furthermore, many of the central questions of my study grew
from the observetlons in the classrooms. Thus, the data for

the keylreseerch themes explored here were often incomplete

- pr were not collected as systematically as would be

desirable for a more definitive analysis. My research does
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suggest how the interrelationship between a set of key

i
classroom characteristics and a set of process variables .
l .

affects student interaction patterns} One profitable‘line
for future research would be to select classrooms for study
4

which systematically vary along several of the key classroom

characterigtics identified here. This type of selec;1on

‘would make it possible to gain greater insight‘into the

. processes which create‘various patterns of interaction.

1

Gre;aing\by achievement, particularly for reading
groeps, ig a clagsroom characteristic that should be singled
out for more extensive study. Homogeneous grouping often
leads to theécreation'of.exclusive and elite sub-groups

within the classroom. Several questibns need to be answered

- by furthegastudy. Why does this occur? Under whet

" circumstances is the creatlon of hlerarchles more or less

11ke1y to occur? What effects does this have on other
aspects of class;oom 11fe,‘1nc1udlng effects on the
educ‘pxonal achievement and advancement of students? To
what extent do peer interactionapatterps outside of the
classroom misror group'pIacementlinside the classroom?

‘I examined the amount ef cross-sex interaction, in-
reading group interaction, and cross-grade level interaction
in multi-graded classrooms. 'The eoncepts‘and techniquesll5
developed here could be applied to studies of desegregated
classrooms.‘ Typicelly, gociometric measures have been used
as 1ndlcators of the success or failure of desegregatlon as

far as cross-race interaction is concerned.- My study’ makes

L .
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actual interaction patterns must be studied.

' might be explored include: Do the processL

Questions tha

variables oferate in the same.way for cross-race interaction

"for other types of interaction? How much cgoss—

v

race intdaraction does occur? Does the notion that more

as they
heterogenffous student populations decrease the salience of
racteristic in students' choices af interaction

true for multi-racial and multi-ethnic

partners ho
classrooms? Are the ongoing use-of contrived groups
suggested by the work of’Cohen (1976 J, Slavin- (1978), and .

Aronson et al. élglilﬁreally necessary to ach1eve pos1t1ve

‘.._,;.

cross-rage !nteractlons or could the manipulations of other
.  ”"'3f5§§?d5m var1ables achleve the same effects? (Indeed, my N
"work suggegts that even with the typgs of groups used by
these feSearchers, other classroom characteristics must be
altered if desegregation is to be successful.)
Most of the classrooms studied here were primary grades.
There only,was‘ﬁne fi%th—sixth grade classroom in the study.

Differences by age and grade\level certainly need further
: ) |

exploratioﬁ.
Patterns of non-negative interactions were the basis of
the networks descr1bed in this study. Other types qf ' _
interactions need to be pyamlned For example: What are
\ . the patterns of negative interactions? What are the
patterns ¢f helping behavior? . How do other patterns of

interaétion relate to the patterns ﬂé:;é/in this study? How

24?72




do classroom characteristics and pré;ess variables affect_'

those patterns? ' L | S , |
Finally, the techniqhes;deveioped for this‘study;

‘ usefuliy could be adopted to many othf types of 'studies of

peer groups and networks. The use of the conce?t ofities

and, the adaptation of small space analyses (the MINISSA

“ﬁrog:am in this study) for mapping networks is a

particularly ugefu;‘technique.
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PROPORTION OF SCHOOL DAY 'SPENT IN :VARI,OU-S ACTIVITIES |
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Non-academic subjects
‘ show and tell
information
informatidh
‘ é;me
unknown

unknown

Academic subjects

e

T o
Non-academic sitbjects .

2
%

irt o

)
Academic.

v
4 -

~_t

raF *

Warren's Classroom

TRANSITION

FREE TIME

LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES

L

student participation
Student participation )
no'stpdentvpayticipatiqn
" student 1a.rtici_pation
student participatioq“
no student participation

..

/

'
.
v

student partic{pation

no studeni'partiéipation

mixed type, some students
grouped .by abiljty level

mixed type, some:students
work in small groups

. .

s

CLASS~TASK ACTIVITIES

L e

t3studqnts work individually

. stddents wotK ir small groups

:miXedﬁtypeﬁ some” students
grouped by ability level

¢

s <

studerit's wbrk infividually
students, Wwork ingividtally,

work assigned by ability level

- mixed éype; seme studemts
- grouped by'abiléty level -

-

<. 28F

" Total

. Proportion of
school day

Total 19,2%

/

Total 15.4%

Y -

1.0
2
L 2.0

1/
21.07%

Total 3.3%
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Warren's classroom (continued) o * " Proportion of
school day ‘
MULTI-TASK ACTIVITIES - ' .
' Academic subjects ! . .
-students work individually ' 2.1
“ o - miXed type, some studénts , )

grouped by academic ability \ 13.3
. . Total 15.4% )
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Non-academic subjects
show and tell
game
unknown

i

Academic subjects

students regrouped

for reading .

students regrouped
for reading

k ! . [y
students regrouped
for math

4

t
1

» Non-academic subjects

art

'

Bell's Classroom

TRANSITION
' ) ’ Total

FREE TIME.
’ C Total

*

LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES Co

13

student participation
student participation
no student participation **

Total

student participatibn
no. student partic;pation,
*

-

student participation
"

mixed type,-studeqts_ . .
in one group engaged
. in large group activity

*student participation

Total

.

CLASS-TASK ‘ACTIVITIES -

A s

Y . ]

. students work individually A

;"-} . i o .. Total

~az

Proportion of

school day

22.0%

4.,9%

1.7

3.1

9.8

2.0

17.4%

3.7
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Bell's classroom (continued) °*
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"~ Academic subjects

i
i

. students regrouped

S , . for réading
sfudents regrouped

for reading

. students regroupe
for math ‘

-~

0y

» CLASS-TASK ACTIVITIES

-

4

students work

students work -

students work
work assigned

. students work

1

. Subject, activity, and form unknown

individually .

L]
'

individually
individually,
by ability level,
individually

Total

Total

M

Propartion ,of
schood day

26'3
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C . : v Reed's Classroom \ : Proportioh of
o ' ‘ school day '
TRANSITION , 3 . |

| \
Total 23.4%

. : FREE TIME ,
Total 5.5%
‘.H ‘ LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES
Non-academic subjects } | i .
show and tell | student participation ., 2.7
information ’ stu&ent participation ' ' v ' 1.0 i:j
information ' no student participation o2 o EEE
game . . ’ :gstudent participation 4.6
art . student pgrticipation . L o2
r | ca / ‘ .
_unknown ‘ student participation - : o7
unknown no student participation ' .9

Total 10.3%

Academic subjects

. ’ student participation v 3.0
no student participation . 3.7 ‘
students regrouped . ' . l
for reading - : "student participation . .
J
o “ mixed type, students in
’ students regrouped one group engaged in
for reading large group activity . ; .. 14.8
students regrouped S . .
for math student participation ’ 1.4
Total 25.5% , N
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- Reed's classroom (continued) L

I

Non-academic subjects
v art

Academic subjects

. »

students regrouped
for reading

" students regrouped
for math

Acaig?ic sub jects

-

'Subject, activity and form unknown °.

-
S

CLASS-TASK ACTIVITIES

* -

students work

*

individually
t o Total
students work individually

sgudents work
work assigned

individually,
by ability level

.. mixed type, some students:
“grouped by ability level v

students work individually,
‘work assigned by ability level'. .,

“

students work indiMidually .
Total

MULTI-TASK ACTIVITIES '

students wgrk individually Total

»

’P‘.

Proportion of
school day

Total

»

14.0

_13.1

1.2
.4,

1.2
.9

16.8'/.

1.47%
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‘o ‘o Gibson's.CIaséroom . Proportion of .
. . B ) ‘ ' ‘ school day:
' , - . JRANSITION Ty
( ' o, - "_ T : ‘Totalv 13.4%
h a . ‘? . " _Totél 8.0% /
| ‘4 LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES - : ) o
) Non-gcaagmic subjects . ' : L ' . y
| show and tell = 'student p;rticipat}on : t2.7 ‘ -
. o ’ i;forhation | student participation ) t '\1 . ‘ .3 .
* information ' no student participation 2.7
R . game < "student p;rtiéipation . L ‘. :A
) unknown N unknown . - - | -13'
o, o | o ‘ -~ Total "“’:‘_6.'473 o .
Academic sﬁbjects‘ . | ’ _— . . . ’ '
! .o '¥tuden§ participation ' | .20 ,
’ no stUdént partiéipétion SR 1.2, ) ‘
. | mixed t}pq, students i; ‘ ' ot ‘ ‘
. - one grade 'level engaged . » , ' o
- . - in large group activity 10.4 : ‘ .
" ' . Y . - Tota;m li3.6% i o ;
Lo CLASS=TASK AGTIVITIES o . ‘
/ Academié subjects | / . ) . B ) )
) ’
students woFk individually : 17.4
.' ] étudent; work individually,
S, - « v work assigned by grade level 2.3
' . e ‘ LTotal 1970 .
' / MULTI-TASK ACTIVITIES L K
"Academic subjects . . Y/ ‘ _ ) | . |
. ‘ , - stdﬁencs work individually ) 15.4
“‘- g ;' mixed type, some students . o
. ‘ . o grouped“byQability'lev917 . | 23.? - |
Q N ’ o - . /' * Total 38.9%7 C ,
o . * o | | , .' 2(37 ,<'(\ -
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Syrider's Classroom  Proportion of

| school day
TRANSITION
' | . Total  24.9%
FREE TIME 1 \
. Total 4,27
" “LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES ’
Non-academic subjects A b
| ‘show and tell stﬁdent partic;patio . 3.4
information' ,studeni pért{cipa?ion - 2.7‘
‘information no student pafticip ;ion ) .?
"game> student participatipn . . '1.3
’ art ° no iﬁudent particitat{on. 'f 1.9
unknown ‘ - student participat 6ﬂ1r ) . 1.8
| ' | Total 11.3%
Academic subjects ' . |
stgdent‘participd ion 14,
no sEudenﬁ participation 5.7
mixeé'type, ééédsnts in\
~ . one grade level é¢ngaged
/ - g in large group aftivify 6.5
studﬁnt; regrouped . ‘
for reading . student participation ato
‘ x§d type, students in
students regrouped ne \grade 'level engaged
for recading in large group aptivity . 5.2
- Totads. 19.8%
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Synder's-classroom (continued)

Non-academic subjects

> art

art
art

unknown

!

Academic subjects

students regrouped
for reading

Academic subiects

. ‘ ‘ ~-GLASS~-TASK ACTIVITIES

students work

students work

work assigned
students work

students work

students work

students work
work assigned

students work
work assigned

ind{;idually

individually,
by grade level

in small groups

individually

individually
individually,
by grade level

individually,f
by grade level

MULTI-TASK ACTIVITIES

students work

individually

ARY

Tofal

Total

Total

Proportion of

‘school‘daf

v

5.5 .

1.4

8.1%

10.1
14.3
5.3

29.7%

2.0

T 2.0%
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Schultz's Classroom o Proportion_of
N school dayl
3 .

TRANSITION. = . BN

.
-

- : _ K _Total 3.1%

-

" LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES

Non-academic subjects

| show and tell - student participatioﬂ o , o 1.3
information : s;u@eﬁt paftiéipation T _ .9
'informétéongr ) no student participation . o .8

~ e : Total 3.0%

’ Aggdémic-éubjects ' - Lo B | oo o
y I : " student pértipipation: - . 2.
/f;‘ o © no stua;nt pérticibatién L . 3 .
| , Total -+ 2.7%

MULTI-TASK ACTIVITIES ; ( A

'
' 1 "

. Academic subjects Y LT
_ - - _
ca ] o

» ' ' . ~ students work individually : 2.0

- mixed type, some students v
grouped by ability level 22.1 .

Total 264.1%

K}

lobservations were conducted only in the mornings. Percentages are based
on the total school days The perc ehtages reported here indicate the’
minimum amount of time spent in these activities.
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show and tell

infofmatioﬂ
‘qrt
‘game .
unknown L
unknown

Aéademic subjects

o
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‘art

“Academic subjects

‘Academic subjects

s

Rizzo's Classroom

TRANSITION

FREE TIME

Total

LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES

I

student participation .-

"no student participation
student participation }
student participation
student participation

no student partcipation

student participation
”'nq student participation

miﬁeﬁ type, students in one
grade level engaged jin (
large group activity ' ,

L Total

CLASS-TASK ACTIVITIES - '

S, ' *
students work individually

Total

students work individually

students work individually,
assigned work by grade level

mixed type, some students
grouped by ability level

Total

MULTI-TASK ACTIVITIES: -

student’s work individually
mixed type, some students
grouped by ability level

Total -

/

291

Proportion of

Total .

school day

22yz

8.5% . -

1.5
1.4
AR
1.0
S5
1.4
6.2%

5.3

1‘0.8
24.7%

.3

18.3
118.6%
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Casey's Classroom " '~ Proportion of

' - © °° school-.day
v ) . TRANSITION |
G - S  Total  .12.5% -
) PO  FREE TIME | ~
- h Totat  7.0%
. . - LARGE GROUP ACTIVITIES
‘ Noh-aCademiclgubjects
) > sﬁgw and tell o 'student participation 1.0
) l‘informatioﬁ student,ggrﬁic{pation v' o - 13.8
inforﬁatiog ' no_student pariicipaﬁipn . 2.6

! . : ° Do 7
AN IRY

Total 16.8%

to

Academic subjects

, student participation 9.1
” no student participation 2
Total  9.3%

CLASS~-TASK ACTIVITIES

Academic subjects
students work individually L 12.6

students work individually,

work assigned by ability level 6.1
students work individually,

work assigned by grade level .9
students work in small groups 6.5

Total 26.1%

/'x '
MULTI-TASK ACTIVITIES

Academic subjects ;

| _ students work individually ‘ 20.8

o-

/ . mixed type, some students
grouped by ability level 6.3

mixed type, some students
work in small groups . 1.2

Total "28;3%




